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rooms, a large amphitheater-like lecture/concert hall, a library, dining and recreation spaces, the

director’s quarters and guest quarters. Due to its size, location, and semi-public use, the Meeting
Center was to be the centerpiece of the Salk Institute. “Section B,” the Research and Study Area, was
to be located near La Jolla Scenic Dave. Occupying the center of the campus: and housing the
laboratonies, the Research and Study Area was to be the functional heart of the Institute. The third
component, which was to be located on the South Mesa, was “Section C,” or the Quarters for

Visting Fellows. It was to be 2 complex of apartments and dwellings for visiting researchers.

Figure 25, Kahn’s rendering of the Salk Institute
Source: Salk Institute for Biological Studies

After_revising the plans several more times during the Spring of 1962, Kahn finalized the Salk
Institute master plan. On Apxil 1, 1962, a contract for the construction of the first component of the
plan, the Research and Study Area, was signed. Before constructon began, however, Jonas Salk
began to worry aboutAthe funcruonality of the Laboratory complex. Originally planned as four
identical laboratory buildings separated by two landscaped courts, Salk became concerned that the
intimacy of the campus would break down. Accordingly, ke asked Kahn to redesign the Research and
Study Area as two laboratory buildings facing a single court. In June 1962, Kahn presented Salk with
the third and final design. As Salk had requested, Kahn reduced the number of buildings to two. In
order to accomumodate the planned program within the maximum allowable height limit, Kahn
placed two levels below grade.

Meeting Center and Quarters for Visiting Fellows

Between 1961 and 1963, Kahn tweaked the design for the Mecﬁng Center and the Quarters for
Visiting Fellows in order to better integrate them into the complicated site and to match the
Laboratory complex under construction. Both, however, were to remain as separate ateas, linked o

the Laboratory complex by tendrl-lke landscaped paths. The final scheme reodented both
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complexes 0 the canyon. Although not concealed from view of the Laboratory complex, the vis.ual
impact of the subsidiary scructures was pastially minimized through strategic tree planting and siting,
The Quarters for Visiting Fellows complex was to consist of forty-eight apartments cascading down
the west side of the South Mesa. Kahn frequently ackowledged his debt to vemacular Mediterranezn
architecture, stating that the curved string of apartments comprised 2 “Pompeian Village. . .a labyrnth
of gardens and walkways and fountains, with houses connected by gardens.. Every bedroom l.las a
porch that overlooks the canyon or the sea”" The Meeting Center, which was to be in Kahi's
words, the place where the “unmeasurable” activities of the Salk Institute would take place, was
supposed to be the intellectual center of the campus. With its mixture of round and square volumes
and rough concrete exterior, the Meeting Center resembled Kahn’s later work at Ahmedabad, India
and Dhaka, Bangladesh.

H. Cornruction

Once the ﬁ.‘na.l design issues were ironed ou-L construcdon of the Laboratory complex began in June
1962. From groundbreaking to completion, construction took nearly three years, mostly due to the
labor-intensive detailing specified by Kabhn. Cost overnuns necessitated an amendment to the
contract, which was signed by Kahn and Salk on August 29, 1963. As a result of the mushroomming
costs, the amended contract suspended Kahn’s work on the Meeting Center and the Quarters for
Visiting Fellows. After 1963, revisions to the site plans noted that the Meeting Center and the
Quarters for Visiting Fellows would be phased for future construction when more money could be

raised. 30

A photograph taken in late 1962 shows the Salk Institute under construction. The photograph shows
excavations have been made for the foundations of the laboratory buildings, grading for the East
Parking Lot, and other site work, Also shown 1s the mound of debns p_laced_on- top of the Sc;uth
Mesa (Figure 26). By july 19635, the month the North Building opened, the South Building was sull -
an unoccupied shell; it would take another year or two until the building’s interior was fitted out and
ready for use. In the meantime, administrative offices and laboratories had to squeeze into the North
Building and the West Intedm Fadility. By this time, the Salk Institute had spent $14.5 million on

construction costs alone, not including the $1.5 million architect’s fee.

42 Mary Huntington Hall, “Gift from the Sea,” San Diggo (February 1962), p. 41.
50 David Brownlee, Lowis Kabn: In the Realwr of Archirecture (New York: Rizzoli, 1992), p. 330.
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Figure 26. Grading and excavation on the East Mesa: Laboratory at center, East
Parking Lot in foreground and North and South Mesas at background
(Note excavation materials on South Mesa)

Source: Salk Insdtute for Biological Smdies

I Landscape

The landscaping of the Salk Instmte continued to evolve well beyond the inidal completion of the
Laboratory complex. Kahn agreed with Salk that the single court was superior to two courts but he
could not figure out how to detail it. In early 1965, Kahn developed a plan that would place a grid of
columnar Italian Cypress in the Central Court, but as construction progressed he increasingly found
fault with this scheme (Figure 27). By the Summer of 1965, the Laboratory complex was largely
complete but the Central Court was still an unresolved expanse of dirt. In 1966, Kaha sent a round-
trip plane tcket to New York, to famed Mexican landscape architect Luis Barragan, and a note
requesting that he fly to San Diego. On February 24, 1966, Barragan visited the site with Kahn and
his project architect Jack MacAllister. Afeer headng of Kahn's plans to plant trees in the Central
Court, Barragan reportedly announced “Not one leaf.. . Don’t put one leaf, nor plant, nor one flower,
nor dirt. Absolutely nothing.” He added: “A plaza...will upite the two buildings and at the end, you
will see the line of the sea.” Barragan called the plaza a “facade that rises to the sky.”5!

51 David Brownlee, Loxds Kahn: In the Realn of Architecture (New York: Rizzoli, 1992), p. 334.
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Figure 27. 1965 Landscape Plan
Source: Salk Institute for Biological Studies

At first Kahn believed this solution to be too harsh, and he asked San Francisco landscape architect
Lawrence Halpon to develop alternative plans. Halprin 'responded‘ with 2 plan submitted m
November 1966 illustrating the court filled with orange trees. The following month, Jonas Salk wrote
to Kahn objecting to Halpnin's scheme; instead he endorsed Barragan’s approach, suggesting the
entire court be paved in dry-laid stone (travertine). The runnel onginally propesed by Kahn was
retained, with recirculated water running continuously from a small square pool at the entrance to a
larger pool at the western end. Although Kahn developed several other iteradons for the court, he
finally settled on ths simple yet effectdve scheme (Figure 28).

In regard 1o the rest of the campus, Kahn relied on his landscape consultant, Roland Hoyt, to select
suitable trees for planting along the pedmeter of the campus and the East Parking Lot Hoyt chose 2
relatively common vadety of eucalyptus, the Red Flaming eucalyptus {E. ficfolia) for the perirneter
plantings., Chinese Frnge trees (Chionantbus retusa) for the parking lot, and a gnid of Calamondin
orange trees (Citrus mz'tz'f) for the pacterres located at the eastern end of the Central Court.2 Chosen
partly for their fast-growing qualities, splashy red color, and suitability for the climate, the cucalyptus

harmonized with the extant eucalyptus grove on the property. The Chinese Frnge trees were also

52 Jeffrey Shom and Vionn Marie May, National Register Nomination for Salk Insiitute for Biokgical Studies (unpublished
nomination, November 8, 2004), Secton 7, p. 10.
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chosen for their dramatic color, as well as for their limited height. The orange trees, planted in a grid,
constituted an homage to Southern California’s fast-disappearing citrus landscapes. The only other
areas originally intended to be formally landscaped mncluded the two lawns flanking the Laboratory
complex. Only one of these, the North Garden, was complete by 1965.

Figure 28. Central Court under construction, ca. 1967
Source: Salk Institute for Biological Studies

I Salk Institute: 1965 to Present _

The Salk Institute Laboratory complex won acclaim far and wide immedtely following its
- completion in 1965. Articles appeared in such prominent journals as Architectural Forum and Progressive

Architecture. Despite the cost overruns and the delay in rezlizing the master plan, Dr. Jonas Salk was

evidently very pleased with his new campus. In an interview with Esther McCoy in the December

1967 issuc of Archilsctural Forum, Salk likened the campus to a living, breathing body whose parts

were interdependent. He also prarsed the buildings for thesr flexibitity and adaptability, stating:

The building does guess tomorrow...The obsolescence is reduced by the
investment in flexibility. We would have had to put the laboratoties to test to know
what was needed, and that was not possible. We could not wait five years for each
scientist to coatnbute to the design, so we made adaptable space. The owverall
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pattern is similar, but everyone designs his laboratory space chffcrf:nd'. Kahn has
des1gned a shell which is a loft: the artist subdivides.??

For quite some time, very few major changes occumred at the Salk Institute. The South Building was
eventually built out when funds allowed. The West Interim Facility on the North Mesa was retained
and expanded severzl times between 1965 and 1970. By the early 19705, the West Interim Facility
consisted of a one-story pre-1965 temporary laboratory building and a pair of additions. The East
Interim Facility, a 9,900-square-foot steel structure, was constructed at the southeast corner of the
ézmpus in the late 1960s to accommodate further overspill An aenal photograph shows all of these
structures in place by 1970 (Figure 29). The photo indicates that the South Garden had not been
constructed and was instead used for parking. The South Mesa was mostly left in a natural state
except for the mound of soil left over from the constwuction of the Laboratory complex. The
overflow parking lot on the North Mesa had not yet been paved or landscaped and the greenhouses
not yet been built. The 1970 aerial also indicates that Hoyt's perimeter plantings were thriving,

although sdll quite small, indicating that most had been planted recently.

1985 Property Exchange

Between 1970 and 1991, two major changes occurred on the Salk Instmute campus. The first
consisted of the construction of the new subterranean Cancer Research/Animal Facility (CRAF) on
the site of the proposed South Garden in 1978. The roof of CRAF was landscaped, creating a small
rectangular lawn. The facility was enlarged in 2001, resulting in the completion of the landscaped
roof garden now in place. Another major change with ramifications for the eventual build-out of the
campus was the property line adjustment that took place in 1985. As mentioned previously, the Salk
Institute exchanged two acres of land on the westem end of the South Mesa for two acres of Ciry-
owned land along the southern edge of the North Mesa. Although the total acreage of the site did
not change, the configuration of the property was altered, effectively preventing Kahn’s tripartite
scheme, as designed and laid out in the original site plan, from being realized. The addion of two
acses to the North Mesa significantly expanded the footprint of this area, indeed providing sufficient
‘space for an expanded parking lot in the mid-1990s.

53 Esther McCoy, “Dr. Salk Talks About His Instivate,” Amhitectural Forum (December 1967), pp. 27-32.
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Figure 29. 1970 aeral view of the Salk Institute with pre-1983 boundaries outlined

Source: Salk Institute for Biclogical Studies
Photograph annotated by Page & Tumbull

East Building

By the early 1990s, nearly a quarter-century after the completion of the orginal laboratory buildings,
the Salk Instutute was beginning t-o experience substantial growing pains. With the éxception of the
Cancer Research/Animal Facility (built 1978), no new permanent laboratory or office space had been
created since 1965. For many years, offices occupied valuable lab space in the Laboratory complex,
placing a cap on the amount of research work that could be accomplished on the campus. Iatended
to free up space for research, the East Building absorbed administration and reception functions, and
prox.?idcd additional laboratory space. Jointly designed by Anshen & Allen, David Rinehart, and Jack
MacAllister, FAIA, the East Building was constructed on a section of the eucalyptus grove that
predated the Salk Instmute, a site cam-larked in Kahn’s master plan as being “reserved for future

development” Tnitially opposed by neighbors, the East Building was ultimately completed in 1995.

K Jonas K Salk ) _

Jonas Salk was born in New Yok City on October 28, 1914 (Figure 30). After earning his M.D. at
the School of Medicine at New York University, he was employed for a time as a staff physician at
Mount Sinai Hospital in New York City. Following a stint as a research fellow at the University of

Michigan, where he developed 2z vaccine for influenza, Salk was appointed director of the Virus
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. Research Laboratory at the University of Pirsburgh’s School of Medicine. He spent the next several

years in Pittsburgh developing what would become the polio vaccine. His vaccine was one of the first

successful attempts at immunizadon against a virus, specifically targeung the Poliomyelitis virus
(polic). His vaccine was seminal in the near eradication of a once widely-feared disease. Dr. Salk
stunned the world in 1954 when he first used the vaccine to inoculate children at Pin§burgh's Arse.nal
Elementary School Unlike some sclentists whe sought wealth or fame for their irmovationé Salk
stated: “Who owns my polio vaccine? The people! Could you patent tlhe sun?” He never patented the

vaccine, nor did he earn any money from it.5*

Thoughout the late 1950s, Salk refined the polio vaccine, but by 1960, he was ready for othes
challenges. Salk kad long dreamed of creating an independent research center where a community of
scholars from many disciplines, representing both the sciences and the arts, could gather to cﬁgaé& in
what Salk called “the study of life.” For more than a YCE.iI, he toured the country fooking for the best
location for his proposed institute before being successfully wooed by San Diego Mayor Charles
Dail. With the land donated by the City San Diego and money provided by the March of Dimes
Foundauon, Salk proceeded with the design and construction of what would become the Salk
Institute of Biological Studies. In addition te seeking cures for mﬁitiple sclerosis and cancer, Salk
devoted much of his energy dur:iﬂg his later years to developing an ATDS vaccine. He died on June

23, 1995 at the age of eighty.5

%4 Salk Instrute for Biological Stdies, “Jonas Salk,”
55 Jbid,

assalk /), accessed August 25, 2005.
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Figure 30. Dr. Jonas Salk, ca. 1960 Figure 31. Louis Kahn
Source: Salk Institute for Source: www.wandco.com
Biclogical Srudies
L. Lows I Kabn

Louis Isidore Kahn (Figure 31) was born on February 20, 1901, in the Estonian town of Kingisepp,
on the island of Osel (now known as Saaremas), to Leopold and Bertha Kahn. In 1904, fearing that
Leopold would be drafted to fight in the Russo-Japanese War, the Kahns decided to emigrate to the
United States. Louis Kahn was raised in Philadelphia and became a naturalized U.S. citizen on May
15, 1914, A true native son of Philadelphia, where he resided n.e:u:ly his enare life, Kahn attcr-;dca
public schools and distinguished himself as an artist from a young age. Duzing hus last year in high
school, Kahn took a course in architecture. His enthusiasm for this new subjéct caused hlm to mrn
down a four-year scholarship to the Pennsylvania Academy of Art, choosing instead to attend the
University of Pcnns.ylvania, in Philadelphia. To finance his education, Kahn wotked in architecture

offices and played the organ in theaters. 3

At the University of Pennsylvania, Kahn was trained in the I:igoroué Beaux-Arts tradition with its

emphasis on drawing. After completng his Master's degree in 1924, Kahn went to work in the
offices of the City Architect of Philadelphia. Between 1925 and 1926, the bowte-sporung Kahn
served as Chief Designer for the Philadelphia Sesquicentennial Exposttion. After working there and’

elsewhere for three years, Kahn traveled to Europe to complete his education by means of a

% Kimbell Art Museum, “Louis [. Kahn Biography” , accessed
August 25, 2005.
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traditional “Grand Tour.” After returning from Europe in 1929, he married Esther V. Isracli and
tock a job with his former mentor Paul Philippe Cret. Kahn remained in Cret’s cmploy for only a

year, leaving in 1930 due to the onset of the Depression.

Although an unpromising time for American architects, the Depression ultimately provided
unprccedentéd opportunites for Louis Kahn. During the early 1930s, Kzhn worked for the City of
Phﬂadelphiz; and various government administrations, ulimately getting a job with the Resettlement

Adrmnistration to design the Jersey Homesteads project. In 1933, the year this project began, Kahn

- opened his own office in Philadelphia. After a brief partnership with George Howe, Kahn joined the

Public Works Administradon as Supervising Architect. After the War, Kahn reestablished his p_rivate
practice and began participating in thesis juries at Princeton and Yale Universities. In 1951? he heid
an appointment és Resident Architect at the American Academy in Rome. At a pivotal time in his
career, Kahn traveled across Europe, particularly Greece and Italy, and developed his Iifek')pg interest
in Classical Mediterranean architecture. Upon his return to the United States, he won his ﬁr‘stl major
architectural commission: an addition to the Yale Art Gallery. Upon its completion in 1953, Kahn
was made a Fellow of the American Institute of Architects. Two years later, he was appointed

Professor of Architecture at his alma mater, the University of Pennsylvania. %

Long known 2s a theoretician, Kahn watched his design career blossom in his mid-fifties. Although
already well-known, Kahn’s fame took off upon the completion of his Alfred Newton Rlchards
Medical Research Building on the Umiversity of Peansylvania campus. It was undoubtedly this
nnpormm and highly innovative project that gained the attenton of Jonas Salk, who retained Kahn
to design his own biological research center in La Jolla. After the completion of the Salk Institute.
Laboratones 1n 1965, Kahn took on increasingly coz-:nplcx and significant projects, including the Yale
Center for Brtish Art; the Indian Insttute of Management in Ahmedabad, India; the National
Assembly Building in Dhaka, Bangladesh; the Kimbell Art Museum in Fort Worth, Texas; and the
Wolfson Center for Mechanical and Transportaton Engineening in Tel Aviv, Isrzel. Several of t;hes_e
projects were completed posthumously; Kahn died of 2 heart atta.ck in a bathroom in Pennsylvania

Station in New York City on March 17, 1974, after returning from a work trp to India 5

57 Kimbell Art Museum, “Louss I. Kahn Biography,” , accessed
August 25, 2005.

58 Ihid,

8 Ihrd,
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Although Kahn’s built projects were few, his work assumed a tremendous level of significance in the
body of Modernist architecture. Louis Kahn's work infused International style with a fastidious,
highly personal taste, sometimes described by critics a5 the “poetry of hight” Isamu Noguchi callféd
him “a philosopher among architects.” A list of Ksahn’s most unportant bullt commissions is listed in

the Appendix A of this report.
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VI. EVALUATION OF HISTORIC STATUS

A. California Register of Historieal Resources

The California Register is an authordtative guide to significant architectural, archaeological and
historical resources in the State of California. Resources can be listed in the California Register
through a number of methods. State Historical Landmarks and Nanonal Register;eligiblc properties
(both listed and formal determinations of eligibility) are automatically listed. Properties can also be
nominated to the California Register by local governments and private organizations or citizens. This
includes properties identified in histonical resource surveys with Status Codes of *1” to “5” and
resources designated as local landmarks or listed by city or county ordinance. The evaluative criteria
used by the California Register for determining eligibility are closely based on those developed for
use by the National Park Service for the National Register. In order to be eligible for listing in the
California Register a property must be demonstrated to be significant under one or more of the

following criteria:

Criterion 1 (Event): Resources that are associated with events that have rmade a
significant contrbution to the broad patteras of local or regional history, or the
cuttural heritage of California or the United States.

Criterion 2 (Person): Resoutces that are associated with the lives of persons important
to local, California, or national history,

Criterion 3 (Architecture): Resources that embody the distinctive characterisdes of a
type, pedod, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a master,
or possess high artistic values.

Criterion 4 (Information Potential]: Resources or sites that have yielded or have the potential to
yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California or the
nation.

As discussed above, on August 5, 2005, the Califormia State Histoncal Resources Commission
formally determined the Salk Institute eligible for listing 1 the National Register on the basis of its
significance under Crterion C (Architécture). Upon reception by the Keeper of the National
Register, OHP will assign the Salk Insotute a Status Code of “28,” meaning that the property is an
“Individual property determined eligible for NR by the Keeper.”® It will be listed in the California
Register as a property formally determined eligible for listing in the Natonal Register. ¢

60 California Qffice of Historic Preservation, “California Historical Resource Status Codes.”
& California Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(d)(1), Czfifornia Register of Historical Resources.
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VII. EVALUATION OF PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACTS UNDER CEQA

A. Project Description

This section analyzes the project-specific impacts of the Master Plan Amendment (Proposed Project)
on the envi.ronment; as required by CEQA. As discussed in Section I, the Salk Institute seeks to
realize the intent of the original Kahn/8alk master plan and expand.the existing Salk Institute
campus to the limit allowed 1n the University Com”lrmzi{y Pilan. The proposed ﬁew buildings are
intended to provide addidonal rescarch space, consclidate support facilities and add daycare and
housing for visiing scholars and researchers on undeveloped o;l underdeveloped portions of the
property. Much of the pfograrn was intended as part of the original 1962 Kahn/Salk master plan but
never implemented due to cost overruns sustained during the construction of the Laboratory
complex. The Proposed Project adheres to Kahn'’s tripartite értangement by placing new buildings on
the sites that Kahn had originally selected.

The Propos;ed Project will entail the construction of 96,400 square feet (sf) of scientific/reception
space, 115,182 sf of support fadlities, 3,600 sf of greenhouse space, 2 12,000 sf private daycare
facility, a 12,000 st short-term residental facility, and subterranean parking for ai:vproﬁmately 1,120
automobiles. Several temporary buildings comprising approximately 29,000 sf, including the East and
West Intenm Facilities, will be demeolished, leaving approximately 260,818 sf of exisang space on the
campus. The Proposed Project will therefore bring the total developed area of the campus up to
500,000 sf, the allowable maximum,. Of the total 26.34-acre campus, 6.2 acres of land will remain
undeveloped, a portion of which will be donated to the City for habitat preservation. The Proposed
Project will require grading; of approximately 11.2 actes to implement the proposed development and
associated site improvements. The Proposed Project will result in changes to the following areas of

the Salk Institute campus.

East Mesa

The Proposed Project calls for the construction of a two-story laboratory and reception building on
the East Parking Lot. Called the Torrey East Building, it will be a single building composed of three
components: north and south wings and a transparent atrium elernent on axis with the Central Court.
The east facade of the Torrey Fast Building will be articulated as three major elements and set back
from North Tortey Pines Road to reduce its apparent size and visual impact. Recessed sculptural

stairs, analogous to the “smdy stairs” of the Kahn-designed laboratories, will further artculare the
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east fagade and provide visual interest. The west fagade of the building will feature a double-height,
skylight atrium midway along the facade, providing 2 more firing eastern terminus to the central axis
than the UCSD retaiming wall now visible from the Central Court. In -addition to the atnium, the Salk
Insdtute intends to commission z sculptural element at the western entrance to the proposed Torrey
East Building, solidifying the eastern terminus of the central axis and providing an opportunity for 2
significant artistic statement. The proposed Torrey East Building will be constructed above a

subterranean parking structure accommodating approximately 500 dutomobiles.

The East Interim Facility will be removed {rom the East Mesa and replaced with an off-street loading
area. Three new greel;xhouscs will be constructed south of the 1995 East Building, replacing the
greenhouses * currently located near the West Interim Facility. The only other major proposcdr
alteration to the East Mesa will be- the new subterranean North Core Facility, which will be built
beneath a portion of the North Garden. This part of the project will require the temporary
excavadon of the western portion of the North Garden, identiﬁ;,d by Kahn as being reserved for
future development. A portion of the North Garden will become the site of a new below-grade
facility similar to the research facilities located beneath the South Garden. The only permanent
changes to the North Garden will include a senes of light wells along the north side of the existing
wallkway. These will be similar yet distinct from the extsting hight wells along the north wall of the
North Building and will fulfill a similar function of providing natural light to subterranean facilities.

. Upon completion of the North Core Facility, the portion of the North Garden affected by the

project will be regraded and replanted to match existing conditions.

North Mesa

‘ The North Mesa, currently occupied by a large surface parkinglot and the West Interim Facility, will

undergo the greatest dcgrée of change, although the amount of acreage covered by buildings and
parking lots will diminish. The Proposed Project will remove the West Interim Facility and the
surface parking lot and will place a building (the Meetng Center) at the western edge of the North
Mesa. To the east of this building will be a new three-level subterranean pa;tkj.ng structure
accommodating approximately 500 antomobiles. The garage will be accessed by a pair of spiral ramps
approximately 100’ in diameter. The roof of the subterranean parking structure will be landscaped
with lawns and other permeable surfaces, removing a significant eyesore and heat island from the

site. The area surrounding the new construction will be landscaped with sustainable and drought-
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tolerant natve vegetation, providing a natural buffer between the new building, the adjoining coastal

canyon, and the vernal pools located at the western end of the North Mesa.

South Mesa
"I'he South Mesa, currently undeveloped and largely in a natural state exceprt for the large mound of
re-vegetated grading marerials dcpos]tcd on the site in 1965, will accommodate two new facilities: a
daycare facility and housing for visiting scholars. Both will be constructed on the southwestern,
downhill pordon of the former debds mound, minimizing their visibility from the Kahn-designed
Laboratory complex and concealing their view from the Central Court. The proposed new daycare
facility will consist of three small, one-story buildings, two of which will be encompassed within the
footprint of the proposed 12° retaining wall The residential facility will consist of twelve attached,
two- and three-story residential units, 20" and 27 high, clustered in the extreme southwestern corner

of the campus.

B. Status of Excsting Site as a Historical Recource _
The Salk Institute unquestionably qualifies as 2 historic resource under CEQA. A bulding may
qualify as a historic resource if it falls within one of four categories listed in CEQA Guidetines

Section 15064.5(a). These four categories are:

1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical
Resources Commission, for listing in the California Register of Histoncal
Resources (Pub. Res. Code 555024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).

2) A resource included in 2 local register of historical resources, as defined 1n
Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an
historical resource survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1 (g) of the
Public Resources Code, shall be presumed to be histodeally or culturally
significant. Public agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the
preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historcally or culturally
significant, .

3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a
lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the
architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educatonal, social,
polincal, military, or cultural annals of Califormia may be considered to be an
historical resource, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by
substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be
considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource
meets the criteria for listng on the California Register of Histoncal Resources
{Pub. Res. Code 555024.1, Tide 14 CCR, Section 4852).

4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for lisung in
the Californiz Register of Historical Resources, not included in 2 local register
of historical resources {pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Pub. Resources
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Code), or identified in an histoncal resources survey (meeting the crterda in
section 5024.1(g) of the Pub. Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency
from determining that the resource may be an historcal resource as defined in
Pub. Resources Code sectons 5020.1(} or 5024.1.

As a San Diego City Landmark and as a property that is in the process of being formally detertmined
eligible for listing in the National Register, the Salk Institute will be listed in the California Register.
Therefore, the Salk Insutute qualifies as a histonc resource under CEQA Categories 1 and 2.

According to the City of San Diego’s Sigmficance Determination Thresholds: California Enviranmental Quality
At (November 2004), histonical or cultural resources “include all properaes (historc, archaeological,
landscapes, traditional, etc.) eligible or potendally eligible for the Natdonal Register of Historic Places,
as well as those that may be significant pursuant to state and local laws and registration programs
such as the California Register of Historical Resources or the City of San Diego Historical Reso.urces
Register.” As a property that has been listed as a City Landmark, as well as a property that has been
determined eligible for listing in the Natonal Register, the Salk Institute is also a presumed historical

tesource under City regulations 62

C. Determination of Significant Adverse Change under CEQA

According to CEQA, a “project with an effect that may cause 2 substantal adverse change in the
significance of an historic resource 15 a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment.”8 Substantial adverse change is defined as: “physical demoliton, destructon,
relocation, or alteration of the resource ot its immediate suxroundjngé such that the significance of an
histonc resource would be matenally impaired.”®* The sigmficance of a i‘liStOIiiC resource is mategially
impaired when a project “demolishes or matenally alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristiés of an historical resource that convey its historical significance” and that jusify or

account for its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the California Register.8

D. Evaluation of the Project Purssant to the Secretary of the Interior’s S tandards - Jor Rebabilitation _
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Ilustrated Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Histordc Buildings (the Standards and the Guidelines, respecuvely) provide guidance

62 Pub. Res. Code 555024.1, Tite 14 CCR, Secdon 4850 et seq.
6 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)

& CEQA Guidelines subsecion 15064.5(b) (1)

85 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b} (2)-
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for reviewing proposed work to historic properties. The Standards are used by Federal agencies in
evaluating work on historic properties. The Standards have also been adopted by local government
bodies across the country for reviewing proposed work to historic properties under local
preservanon ordinances. The Standards are a useful analytic tool for understanding and describing
the potential impacts of substantial changes to historic resources. Conformance with the Standards
does not determine whether a project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historic resource. Rather, projects that comply with the Standards benefit from a regulatory
presumption that they would have a less-than-significant adverse impact on a historic resource.%?
Projects that do not comply with the Standards may or may not cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an hjséoric resource. The following analysis applies each of the Standards to the

Proposed Project.

Rehabilitation Standard 1: .4 property will be used as it war bislorically or be given a new wuse that requires
peintmel change fo iis distinctive marerials, features, spacer and spatial relationibips,

Discussion: ‘The Proposed Project will introduce several new uses to the Salk Insdrute campus.
Although the majorty of the Salk Institute will continue to function as a scientific research
mstituton; short-term residential and daycare uses will be introduced to the currenily undeveloped
South Mesa, and a building called the Meeting Center will be constructed on the site of the parking
lot on the North Mesa. Although the residenual and daycare uses are new, both were anticipated in
Louis Kahn’s original master plan, although they were never built due io budget constraints. The
Meeting Center, as well as the Torrey East Building, will accommodate uses currently housed 1n
existing buildings. None of the new uses are incompatible with the mission of the Salk Institute. For
the most patt, these new buildings will be constructed on sectons of the campus that do not have
historic buildings, features, or landscapes. Furthermore, the daycare facility, residential units, and the-
Meetng Center will be constructed in roughly the same place identified for similar uses in the 1962
Kahn/Salk master plan. As designed, the Proposed Project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 1.

Rehabilitation Standard 2: The bistoric character of @ property will be retained and preserved. The removal of
distinctive materials or alieration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that characterize the property will be
avpided.

East Mesa :
Discussion: On the East Mesa, the historic Kahn-designed Laboratory complex will not be changed at
all above grade. Some demolition will occur below grade in order to connect the existing buildings

66 U.S. Department of Intedor Nationat Park Service Culwral Resources, Preservation Assistance Division, Secefery of 1he
Interior’s Standards for Rebabilitation and Hlustrated Guidelines for Rebakilitating Historic Builidings, 1992. The Standards, revised in
1992, were codified as 36 CFR Part 68.3 in the July 12, 1995 Federal Register (Vol. 60, No. 133). The revision replaces the
1978 and 1983 versions of 3¢ CFR 68 entitied The Seeretary of the Intertor's Standards for Historic Praservation Projects. The 36 CFR

. 68.3 Standards are applied to all grant-in-aid development projects assisted through the Natonal Historic Presesvaton Fund.

Another set of Standards, 36 CFR 67.7, focuses on “centified historie structures” as defined by the IRS Code of 1986. The
Standardrin 36 CFR 67.7 are used primarily when property owners are seeking certification for federal rax benefits. The two
sets of Standards vary slightly, but the differences are primarily technical and non-substantve in nature. The Gurdednes,
however, are nof codified in the Federal Register.

8 CEQA Guidelines subsecton 15064.5(0)(3).
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with the proposed new Core Facility beneath the North Garden. These alterations _Wﬂj be limited in
scope and will not be visible from above grade.

The Proposed Project will also result in the removal of the East Parking Lot and the temporary
excavaton of the North Garden, both onginal landscape elements of the 1962 Kahn/Salk master
plan, although both were “reserved for furure development” on the 1962 master plan drawings. The
North Garden will be re-graded to match its existing profile and restozed once the proposed Core
Facility 1s completed beneath it, preserving this historic open space as well as views of the 1965
Laboratory complex from Torrey Pines Scenic Dove. The only change to the North Garden will be
the addition of shallow concrete parapets bounding skylights necessary to illuminate the underground
facility. When it is completed, the North Garden will be regraded to match existing conditions and
revegetated.

The East Parking Lot will be replaced with the proposed Torrey East Building, a laboratory and
reception facility. The East Parking Lot is, according to the recent Natdonal Register nomination, a
contabutng feature of the Salk Institute campus. However, it 1s not identified in the nomination as
being one of the “four basic landscape compornents,” which, according to the nomination text
include: “the courtyard between the two stark buildings, site perimeter planting, an extant remnant
Eucalyptus grove that predated the Salk, and the nadve coastal bluffs.”% Furthermore, the sections of
the nomination that discuss the East Parking Lot call out only the landscaping as being significant.?
Because the Proposed Project will result in the removal of the East Parking Lot and the construction
of a new, 96,400 s.f. laboratory building on the site, it will alter original spatial relationships thar
characterized the original Kahn-designed campus. In place of a flat surface parking lot, there will be a
two-story laboratory building occupying the sector between the East Building and North Torrey
Pines Road. Although Kahn intended for there to be development in this general area (as indicated
on the 1962 master plan drawings), it never emerged beyond the preliminary design phase. Instead,
Kahn designated the eastern porton of the campus as the location of the Salk Insttute’s main
patking lot on Exhibit X, prepared the following year. Landscaped with Chinese Fringe trees, this
section of the campus has remained substantally the same since its completion cixca 1965, As
designed, this portion of the Proposed Project does not comply with Rehabilitation Standard 2.

North Mesa

Discussion: The Proposed Project intends to replace the existing surface parking lot and West Intenim
Facility on the North Mesa with the new Meeting Center, a subterranean parking structure, and
landscaping. None of the existing buildings or landscape features of the North Mesa have been
identified in the recently approved National Register nominadon as being significant As such, the
Proposed Project will not lead to the removal of distinctive materials or the alteration of features that
characterize the histonc character of the property. The proposed Meeting Center will alrer the
existing spatial relationships that characterize the North Mesa. However, these changes will be
superior to whart presently exists in regard to its impact on historic resources. The Meeting Center
will be placed much further away from the Kahn-designed Laboratory complex than the existing
West Intedm Facthity. The removal of the mtenm buildings will itself be a beneficial impact.

" Constructed in the eazly 1960s as a temporary facility, these objectively unattractive buildings sit very

close to the laboratories, impinging on the view from the Central Court. Finally, the Proposed
Project will acrually reduce the amount of land currently covered with buildings and parking lots.
With the subterranean parking structure in place, the existing surface parking lot will no longer be

68 Jeffrey Shom and Vonn Marie May, Nationa! Regirter Nomination for Salk Institute for Biological Studies (unpublished
nomination, November 8, 2004), Section 7, p. 9.
69 Itid., Section 7, pp. 10-11.
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necessary, and 2 large portion of it will be removed and landscaped with vegetation and other
pezmeable materals. The overall footprint of development on the North Mesa will be reduced
because the interstitial areas between the buildings will be landscaped and a portion of the former
patking lot will be .allowed to re-vegetate. As designed, the Proposed Pro}cct complies with
Rehabilitation Standard 2.

Sonth Mesa

Discussion: On the South Mesa, the Proposed Project will result in thf: construction of a one-story
daycare facility and twelve residential units at the southwestern comer of the property. Limited site
improvements will also be undertaken, including the construction of approxlrnately forty parking
spaces and a paved drop-off area on Salk Insutute Road. The westerly extension of Salk Institute
Road will be paved and a retaining wall constructed. Addidonal lghting fixtures will also be installed
to facilitate pedestrian safety. The new strucrures will be built on land that has remained usdeveloped
yet not undisturbed. During the construction of the Laboratory complex, contractors deposited a
targe mound of excavation materials at the center of the South Mesa and gradéd a portion of flatter
ground for use as a staging area. Since the completion of the Laboratory complex in 1965, the South

" Mesa has been substantially re-vegetated. Although Kahn planned to build a residential complex on

the South Mesa, it was never built due to budget constraints. Regarding the proposed new
construction on the South Mesa, the Salk Institute’s architects have taken advantage of the mound to
conceal the new daycare and residental buildings from view of the often-photographed vantage

- point of the Central Court They will be visible from the upper floors of the Laboratory complex.

The new buildings, which are to be very low in profile, are designed in a modern vocabulary that is

. compatible with, yet distinct from, the orginal Kahn-designed portions of the campus. As designed,

this component of the Proposed Project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 2.

' Rehabilitation Standard 3: Each property will be recognized as a physical record of it time, plare and e,

Changes that create a false sense of bistorical development, such as adding confectural featnres or elments from other
bistoric properties, will not be undertaken,

Discussion: The Proposed Project will not create a false sense of histordcal development. Most of the
proposed new buildings will be placed on sites identified on the 1962 plot plan, and the later 1963
plot plan, known today as Exhibit X. The project architects will design the buildings to be compatible
with design guidelines that will be approved with the new permits. The design guidelines will ensure

* that all new construction is compatible with, yet distinct from, Kabn’s original designs. Furthermore,

neither  conjectutal features nor elements from other properties will be added to the existung
structures. As designed, the Proposed Project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 3.

Rehabilitation Standard 4: Changer to a property that bave acgmred bustoric significance in their own right will
be retained and preserved. .

Discussion: No changes to any of the historic structures on site are proposed. The Proposed Project
will result in the removal of a large surface parking lot on the North Mesa as well s several 1960s-era
temporary structures comprising the East and West Interim Facilies. None of these buildings or
features have been identified in the Natonal Register nomination as being significant. As designed,
the Proposed Project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 4,
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Rehabilitation Standard 5: Distinctive matertals, features, finishes and construction lechnigues or examples of

ergfismanship thal characterize a property will be preserved,

Discugsion: The Proposed Project will not result in ahy alterations to the distinctive existing Kahn-
designed butidings and will not result'in the removal of distunctive materals, features, finishes and
construction techniques or examples of crafismanship. As dc51gned the Proposed Project complies
with Rehabilitation Standard 5.

Rehabilitation Standard 6: Deterforated bistoric Jeatures will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity
of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design, color, texcture,
and, wherz possible, materiali. Replacement qf missing Jeatures will be substantiated by dammeﬂtag and physical
evidence.

Disenssion: The Proposed Project will not result in any permanent visible alteradons to the disdnctive
éxtsting Kahn-designed buildings except for the basement level of the Laboratory complex, which
will be modified to connect it to the new North Core Facility. The Kahn-designed North Garden will
be partially excavated o build the North Core Facility, but it will be restored at the concluston of the
project As designed, the project complies with Rehabilitadon Standazd 6.

Rehabilitadon Standard 7: Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentless
wreans possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.

Discussion: The Proposed Project will not result in the application of any physical treatments to the
existing Kahn-designed buildings. As designed, the Proposed Project complies with Rehabilitadon
Standard 7.

Rehabilitation Standard 8: Archeological resources widl be p‘mtecred and preserved in place. If such resourcer must
be disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken.

Discussion: According to a records search of the Califorma Historical Resources Information System
(CHRIS) conducted by staff at the South Coast Information Center at San Diego State University,
there are five prehistotic archaeological sites within 2 quarter-mile radius of the Salk Institute. These
sites, which consist for the most part of lithic scatters and middens, are referred to by their
tinomials. Due to the sensidve natare of prehistoric archacological sites, the exact location of these
sites cannot be disclosed in this report. The Salk Insutute expansion will result in a limited amount of
excavation on land that has, although disturbed, never been developcd This is cspeaally the case on
the South Mesa, where a daycare center and residential units will be constructed. A recent field
survey study of the proposed building sites was recently completed by Carolyn and Robert Kyle. The
Kyles surveyed the exposed portions of the North and South Mesas and found no evidence of
subsurface cultural resources. Including a survey undertaken as part of the proposed expansion of
the North Mesa parking lot in 2000 by Berryman and Cheever, a cultural resource monitoring
program undertaken in 1992 by Cheever as part of the construction of the East Bulding, and
cultural resource survey of the South Mesa completed by Berryman and Cheever in 2000, eatlier
surveys have all failed to yield any cultural resources on the Salk Iastitute property.

Historic maps indicate that portions of the North and East Mesas were occupied by ammunition
magazines and several other rraining strucrures built duning the Second World War as part of Camp
Callan. Accozding to City records, neither the Army nor the City removed subsurface zemamns as part
of the site clean-up efforts that occurred afrer the War. Therefore, the likehhood of encountering
World War Il-era subsurface foundations or other archaeclogical remains from this pedod of
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occupation is moderate to high. In the event that this occurs, proper mitigation measures will be
undertaken, such as the preparadon of Historic Amerncan Buildings Survey (HABS) Level 11
documentaton, which is described in mote depth in the Mitigation Section below. As designed, the
Proposed Project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 8.

Rehabilitation Standard 9 New additions, extertor afterations, or related new construction witl not destrgy
bistoric material, featyres, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be
differentiated from the oid and will be compatible with the bistoric materials, features, sige, scale and proportion, and

massing 10 protect the integrity of the property and its environment. ’

Discussion: Tatended to increase the total laboratory and office square footage to the allowable
maximum of 500,000 square feet, the Proposed Project will accomplish what Louis Kahn and Jonas
Salk originally set out to achieve in the eatly 1960s. The project will result in the addition of several
new buildings to the campus, although most will be placed on locations reserved for future
development by Kzhn. The project architects have designed currently proposed buildings, as well as
furire buildings, to be compatible with design guidelines that are underway currently. The design
guidelines will ensure that all new construction is compatible with, yet distinct from, Kahn’s onginal
designs.

East Mesa: Torrey East Building

On the East Mesa, the Proposed Project will permanently remove one contubutl.ng landscape
element identified in the recently approved National Register nomination: the East Parking Lot. The
ptoposed Torrey East Building will be built on the site of the existng parking lot, which itself will be
excavated in order to accommodate two levels of subterranean parking. The construction will result
in the permanent removal of the existing asphalt parking lot, curbs and wheel stops, as well as the
Chinese Fringe trees in the plantng strips within the lot.™

The Totrey East Building will greatly alter spatial relationships that originally characterized the East
Mesa. What was once a largely open area of surface parking lots and landscaping will be transformed
into a more utban condition. The impact of the new building on historic resouzces will be minimized
in part by the existing dense screen of perimeter plantings that lines the north, south and east
property boundares. The proposed new building -will have a reladvely low profile, Asing to two
stories, or 29°-3”. The Torrey East Building will have a transparent atrium on axis with the Central
Court of the 1965 Laboratory complex. These two factors will allow visitors to potentially obrain

" glimpses of the historic Kahn-designed Laboratory complex from North Torzey Pines Road and

preserve this longstanding axial relationship. In terms of its massmg and odentation, the Torrey East
Building will not be dissimilar from the 1995 East Bmldmg in its relationship to the historic
laboratones, although its design will be very different, consisting of a single horizontal bar clad in
glass and metal curtain walls tautly wrapped around a steel frame. The overall effect will be much
lighter than the concrete East Building. Materals will be compatible with, yet distinct from, the
histonc laboratories, using steel, aluminum, and fritted glass instead of concrete and teak. In addition,
the Salk Institute may comussion an art work to be erected on the west side of the proposed Torrey
East Buiiding,

Despite these design strategies, which will serve in part to minimize disruption to original spatial
relationships, the removal of the East Parking Lot, a contributing feature of the Salk Institute

70 Jeffrey Shorn and Vonn Mane May, Nationa! Register Nomination for Salk Institute for Biological Studies, (unpublished
nomination, November 8, 2004), Sectdon 7, pp. 10-11,
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campus, constitutes a significant physical impact to a historic resource. Therefore, as designed, this '
component of the project does not comply with Rehabilitation Standard 9.

East Mesa: North Core Facility

A portion of the existing North Garden, 2n original component of the Kahn-designed Salk Insumtc
campus, will be excavated to construct the proposed North Core Facility. However, the new building
will be constructed below grade and this historic landscape feature will be restored at the end of
construction. This component of the Proposed Project complies with Rehabilitadon Standard 9.

Eiast Mesa: Proposed Greenbouses

Three one-story gracnhouses are proposcd for the existing unpaved area south of the East Building,’
They will be transparent structures, similar in character to the existing greenhouses that presently
stand on the North Mesa. Due to the fact that they are small, concealed behind vegetation, and will
not result in the alteration of character-defining materials, features, or spatial relationships, this
portion of the project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 9.

North Mesa: West Interim Facility

The Proposed Project will result in mote extensive changes to the North Mesa than to any other part
of the Salk Insntute campus. The North Mesa has also been altered more extensively than other parts
of the Salk Institute. Today, the area can be characterized as an incoherent assemblage of temporary
buildings, greenhouses, and sheds perched on the edge of a sprawling asphalt surface parking lot.
The Proposed Project plans to remove zll of the buildings and the parking lot and construct the
proposed Meeting Center on the western edge of the North Mesa. The Meeung Center will not be
constructed right away, but instead down the roaé when funds become available. The new building
will be sited on the western end of the North Mesa, a site earmarked in the 1962 Kahn/Salk master
plan as the location of the original Meeting Center. Overlooking coastal bluffs and the Pacific Ocean,
Kahn’s never-realized Meeting Center was to have been the sodal and cultural core of the Salk
Institute, housing seminar rooms, a library, meedng rooms, a dining hall, recreaton facilities, the
director’s suite, and guest quarters. It is the intenton of the Salk Institute that the proposed new
building will fulfill a similar role. It will also be located in roughly in the same place, aithough the new
Meetng Center will be smaller, encompassing approximately 115,182 gross square feet of space.

Although the recently approved National Register nomination designates the entire Salk Instinute
campus, the nomination does not list any significant character-defining features on the North Mesa.
Therefore it can be concluded that the proposed new Meeting Center and subterranean parking
structure will not physically tmpact any significant features or matedals. However, existing spatial
relatonships will be altered on the North Mesa. Compared with what presently exists on the North
Mesa, the proposed Meetang Center will have a less intrusive visual impact on the Kahn-designed
laboratodes beczuse it will be located much further away on the western, downhill edge of the North
Mesa. The proposed Meeting Center will also be no higher than 30’ to the top of the parapet.

The proposed Meetng Center will be architecturally more compatible with the histodc Kahn-
designed Laboratory complex because it must conform to ngid design guidelines currently underway.
Taking its cue from Kahn's original plans, the new building will realize Kahn’s onginal triparnte
scheme without mimicking his unique design sensibility. Regarding the propased new landscaping,
the roof of the proposed subterranean parking structure will be landscaped with lawns and other
permeable surfaces, replacing a significant eyesore and heat island with landscaped open space. In
keeping with the 1962 Kahn/Salk master plan, the area sutrounding the new construction will be
landscaped with sustainable native plants, providing a natural buffer between the new building, the
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adjoining coastal canyon, and the vernal pools located at the western end of the North Mesa. As
designed, this part of the Proposed Project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 9.

South Mesa: Daycare Facifity

The recently approved National Register nomination designated the entire legal parcel comprising the
Salk Institute, including the South Mesa. The Proposed Project will place a private daycare facility on
the currently largely undeveloped South Mesa. The facility will provide care for children of Salk
Institute employees in a secure and natural location away from public streets. In addition to
classtoom space, the daycare faclity will include other support spaces such as a meeting room,
administration space, and 4 mult-purpose room. Also located on the site will be a 10,000 sf circular
playground. The playground will be terraced into the topography of the South Mesa. A paved turn-
around/drop off area will be Jocated between the two buildings, along the existing pnvate: dtive on

" the southern property lne.

Regarding impacts to spatial relationships, the Proposed Project will result in some changes to the
South Mesa. However, the daycare faclity will be constructed on 2 portion of the South Mesa that is
far from pristine, having been covered by soil excavared during foundation and site grading work
petformed as part of the construction of the Laboratory complex. The new daycare facility will be
sited so that it is concealed by the mound when viewed from the Central Court, although the rooftop
and landscaped playground will be visible from the upper floors of the Laboratory complex. The two
proposed buildings will be very low in starure, mising no higher than 12’ above grade. They will also
be separated from the Laboratory complex by approximately 400°. Finally, they have been designed
n a modern vocabulary with transparent matedals like glass and stainless steel and neutral-colored
finish materials such as teak and canvas awnings. The roofs will feature sustainable roofing systems,
reducing its visual impact on existng spatial relationships. As designed, this component of the
Proposed Project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 9.

South Mesa: Residential Ouarters

Located just west of the daycare facility, at the far southwestern corner of the Salk Instirute property,
will be twelve residengal quarters. Similar to Kaha's never-constructed Quarters for Visiting Fellows
(described in the 1962 Kahn/Salk master plan), the proposed new building will provide temporary

"housing for faculty, researchers and staff. The proposed units will be clustered within a single

building with alternating two-and three-story units arranged in a staggered pattern. Twelve surface
parking spots will be provided along the driveway south of the units. Recalling Kahn’s 1963 plot
plan, known as Exhibit X, the residential quarters will step down the steeply sloping westera patt of

. the South Mesa. Although visible from the upper floors of the Laboratory complex, they will not be

visible from the Central Court because they will be concealed behind the existing re-vegetated
mound that sits aear the center of the South Mesa. The project architects will design the building to
be compatible with design guidelines that are currently underway, ensurng that all new construction
1s compatible with, yet disdnct from, Kahn's orginal design. Physical impacts to the native vegetation
will be minimized by replantng adjoining areas with species compatible with the adjacent native plant
communites, As designed, this component of the Proposed Project complies with Rehabilitation
Standard 9.

Summary

As designed, the Proposed Project is only partially compliant wn:h Rehabilitadon Standard 9. In
general, the new buildings and landscapes will not permanently physicaily impact historic materials,
features, and spatial reladonships that characterize the property, with the exception of the East
Parking Lot, identfied as a contributng feature in the recently approved National Register
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nomination. As a contobuting element to the Salk Institute campus, its removal and replacement
with a new office bullding does not comply with Rehabilitation Standard 9.

Rehabilitation Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such
a manmer Hal, if removed i the fature, the essential forme and integrity of the historic property and i environment
would be unimpaired,

Discussion: Whille it js highly unlikely that the Salk Institute will remove any of the proposed buildings
in the immediate future, their placement in relation to the Kahn-designed sections of the campus
would allow the existing form and integrity of the property to be restored to its approximate present
appearance should they be removed. As designed, the Proposed Project complies with Rehabilitation
Standard 10.

E. Analysis of Project-Spectfic Inmpacts under CEQ.A

As discussed above, the Salk Insttute’s Proposed Project appears to substandally comply with the
Secretary’s Standards for Rehabilitation, with r;hg: exception of the replacement of I'ilﬁ East Parking
Lot with the proposed new Torrey East Building, failing to comply with Rehabilitation Standards 2
ot 9. According to the Standards, Rehabilitation is defined as “the act or process of making possible a
compatible use for a property through repair, alteradons, and additions while preserving those
portions or features which convey its histoncal, cultural, or architectural values.”?' The Salk Insttute,
while fully cognizant of the architectural significance of the Kahn-designed portons of its campus, as
well a5 the historical significance of the Salk Institute in general, is faced with the need 1o expand its
research and laboratory space and support functions to ensure the continued viability of the Institute
in this location. Prevented by financial constraints from realizing Lows Kahn's original master plan
for four decades following the completion of the Laboratory complex, the Insutuie has been

hampered by a lack of laboratory and administrative space, forang many research projects to be

. conducted 1n temporary buj.ldj.ng_s or off-site. The construction of the proposcd taboratory building

on the East Parking Lot, although not in compliance with Standard 9, poses the least harm to the

histotic portions of the campus.

The Proposed Project wall significantly expand the existing campus, bdnging the total square footage
up to the 500,000 sf hmit allowable according to the Unmwersity Community Plan. For the most part, the
proposed new buildings wall be built on previously disturbed parts of the campus that do not directly
contribute to the significance of the Kahn-designed Laboratory complex and adjoining landscape

M Kay D. Weeks and Anne Grimmer, Secrezary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historie Properties with Guidelines for
Preserving, Rebabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Hirtoric Buildings, (Washington, D.C.: National Park Service, Department of
the Interior, 1995), p. 61.
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fearures. Kahn identified most of the sites as being “reserved for future development” on the 1962

master plan drawings.

- While the Proposed Project is very ambitous in regard to the addition of square footage o the

campus, it is being designed to avoid permanent significanc impacts to historic materials or spatial
reladonships that charactenze the Kahn-designed parts of the campus, in particular the iabo:atory
complex and the iconic view westward from the Central Court Although the proposed new
buildings will be visible from the upper floors of the Laboratory complex, they will be pulled back as
far as posstble and will remain invisible from most the Central Court itself with the exception of the
proposed Meeting Center, which will be visible from the west end of the Central Court. Add:itonally,
the architects have designed them to comply with design guidelines that are intended to ensure that
new construction remains compatble with the orginal Kahn-designed buildings and landscapes
featores. Perhaps the biggest concession to historical compatibility is the decision by the Salk
-Institute to place the new buildings on sites idennfied by Kahn as being reserved for future
construction in the original 1962 master plan. Although the new buildings will be quite distinet from
Kahn’s onginal design vocabulary, this strategy is a deliberate attempt to honor and complete the
long-delayed Kahn/Salk master plan.

With regard to impacts on histonic materials, the removal of the landscaping of the East Parking Lo,

. a contributing component to Kahn’s onginal landscape plan, will constitute a significant adverse

impact. The proposed Torrey East Building will change the existing spanal relationships that have
defined the appearance of this porton of the campus since the mid-1960s. This impact is not as
severe as it could be in other areas due to the fact that Kahn earmarked the East Parking Lot area as
being approprate for future development in the onginal 1962 master plan. Furthermore, the
Laboratory complex is already not highly visible from North Torrey Pines Road. Finally, the resource
is a surface parking lot, a feature of substantially less significance than the laboratories or other
Kahn-designed landscape features. The most significant physical impact to historic materials is the

proposed removal of the Chinese Fringe trees, which are original landscaping elements,

In addition, excavation necessary to construct the building on the North Mesa may encounter
subsurface remains of Camp Callan, which could possibly constitute a significant adverse impact. As
mentioned above, records indicate that foundations were not removed as part of the cleanup

following the transfer of the site back to the City after World War II. Although recent archeological

March 7, 2007 . Pape & Turnbull, Inc.
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Investigations have not revealed the existence of any prehistoric or historic resources on the North
Mesa, the majority of the site is paved, limiting the feasibility of test bores or other diagnosdcs.
Aithough 1t 1s not known if any World War II-era foundanons remain beneath the parking lot, should
they exist on the footpnnt of the proposed new building, they will have to be removed. In order to
avoid a significant adverse impact, any subsurface remains should be recorded according o HABS-
level documentation’ guidelines, as outlined in the secton below, and submined to appropriate

repositones.

March 7, 2007 . Page & Turnbull, Inc.
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VIII. SUGGESTED MITIGATION

According to Section 15126.4(b)(1) of the Public Resourccs: Code (CEQA Guidelines): “Where
maintenance, repair, stabiltzation, rehabilitadon, restoration, preservation, conservation or
reconstruction of the historical resource will be conducted in 2 manner consistent with the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Hustoric Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rebabilitating,
Restoring, and Remrutmcti,;zg Historic Buildings, the project’s impact on the historcal resource will
genaerally be considered mitigated below 2 level of significance and thus is not significant.” Because
the Proposed Project will have a substantial adverse effect on an element of a histonic resource, in
this case the osiginal landscaping of the East Parking Lot, and may have a substandal adverse iﬁnpact

on potential subsurface archaeological remains, mitigation measures will be required.

As our analysis above sets forth, because the landscaping of the East Parking Lot has been identified
as a contributing element in the recently approved National Register nomination for the Salk
Insdeute, it is Page & Tumbull’s opinion that the Proposed Project will cause a substantral adverse
change to the émjironmcnt. In addition, the potential exists for prehistoric or historc resources
associated with military use of the property during the Second World War to be encountered on the
site. In both insrances, mil:igat_ion must be considered as an option under CEQA. Historic resource
mitigations are typically developed on a case-by-case basis, providing the opportunity to iailor them
to the characteristics and the significance of the rescurce and the impacts to it. The more commeonly
adopted mitigation measures consist of 1) documentation of the affected resource, typically to the
standards of the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS); 2) preparation of a salvage plah for
significant features and materials; or 3) making 2 commemorauve plaque. While In some instances
these mitigation measures are judged to reduce the adverse effects to a less-than-significant level, they
often do not alter the loss to comrmumity character 2nd collective history. Section 15126.4(b)(2) of the
Public Resources Code is clear in this regard: “In some cireumstances, documentation of an histoncal
resource, by way of historic narrative, photographs or architectural drawings, as mingation for the
effects of demolidon of the resource will not mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no

significant effect on the environment would cccur.”

A. HABS-Level Recordation
As mendoned above, documentation of a historical resource, by way of historcal narradve,

photographs, and/ or architecturat drawings (often HABS-Level), as mitigation for the effects of the
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demolicon of a resource will typically not mitigate the effects to a less-than-significant impact on. its
own. Part of the problem with documentation as mitigation under CEQA is that the resource is lost
to the community, and the recordation documénts are not readily accessible to the public. In the case
of the East Parking Lot, the photographic documentation of the landscaping within the existing
surface parking lot would have litde intrinsic value. HABS Recordation is typically undertaken for the
benefit of research but in the case of the East Parking Lot’s landscaping, its primary significance is
aesthetic. Furthermore, the existing configuration of the East Parking Lot is already well documented

in original and cmsung conditlons drawings and site plans.

Currently, it is unknown if any archaeological resources are present on any of the building sites;
recent surface testing has not revealed anything. However, there are several known prehistoﬁc sites
within a close radius and historic maps of Camp Callan indicate that several of the propdscd building
sites overlap the location of World War II-era structures. If excavadon work reveals archaeological
resources, they should be recorded according to professional standards.lWe believe HABS Level 11
documentaton is sufficient at this stage given the speculative nature and the fact that azchaeological
remains are probably limited to World War II-era concrete slabs or perimeter foundations. The
history of Camp Callan is already well documented in Roberta Robledo’s Cuftural History of U.S. Arery
Camp Robert E. Callan and U.S. Marine Corps Campus Calvin B. Matthews. Prepared in 1996 for UCSD,
this document does a good job of recording the history of this installation. It 1s our recommendation
that if sussu.rface remains are encountered the Salk Institute will temporarily stop work in the vicinity
and retain a qualified archaeologist to measure, sketch, and photograph the resource(s) according to
HABS Level II guidelines. In addition, a bref report should be prepared that identfies the resource
and places it within its proper historical context. Thusly, recordation of any potendal historic era

archaeological resource will reduce the impact of the projecrt to a less-than-significant effect.

Prehistoric archaeological resources will need to be treated differendy. Representatives of local trbes

will need to be contacted and consulted prior to taking any action.

B.  Landscape Rebabilitation

Page & Turnbull recommends partial salvage and landscape rehabilitation as a means to reduce the
unpact of the removal of the East Parking Lot to a less-than-significant effect. Accbrding to the
recently approved National Register nomination, the most significant feature of the East-Parking Lot

15 its outstanding collection of Chinese Fringe trees. Planted on a gad within planting beds, the trees
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provide shade and add a splash of color to an otherwise monotonous expanse of asphalt.
Accordingly, the Satk Insdtute shall carefully remove all 'hcalthy Chinese Frnge trees and replant
them as part of the landscaping for the proposed Torrey East Building. Located within close
proximity to their onginal locaton, the Chinese Frnge trees will provide a tangible link to the history
of the site. Of the tees selected by Kahn'’s landscape consultant, Roland Hoyt, the Chinese Fringe
trees are the most unusual and disunctive. Furthermore, most appear to be in good health, and if
reused they can continue to contribute to the eastern part of the campus for the rest of their natural

lifespan.

In conjunction with salvaging the Chinese Fringe trees, the Salk Insttute shall restore as mgch ;>f the
original perimefer -plantings as possible. Currently, much of the perimeter landsca'ping', in partcular
along Salk Institute Road and Torrey Pines Scenic Drive, is either overgrown of, in some cases -
mussing, There are several large gaps z2long Salk Insatute Road where adjoining property owners have
removed trees, presumably to improve views. The Salk Insticute shall inventory its existing perimeter
plantngs, assess the health of individual specimens and replant as necessary. Replanted trees,
especially those surrounding the Kahn-designed portions of the Salk Institute, should be identical to
species originally planted and identified on the 1965 Landscape Plan to the extent practcable and
permitted by the City.

Based on the fact that the prmary significance of the East Parking Lot is its landscaping, Page &
Turnbull believes that the Salk Insttute will reduce the impact of the project on the environment to 2
less-than-significant level by undertaking the landscape rehabilitation program oudined above.
Complying with the gnidelines for implementing mitigation measures under CEQA, the mirigation
measures proposed above are “roughly proportional” to the impacts of the project. In addidon, they
are fully enforceable through permit conditions and other legally binding instruments. Finaily, there -is
an essential nexus between the proposed mitigation measure and legidmate governmental interesg Le.

restoration of Iandscéping along public ways that border the Salk Institute site.?2

2 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15126.4(a).
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IX. CONCLUSIQN

Universally recognized as one of the most significant built works of architect Louis I. Kahn, the Salk
Institute 15 an important research institute with a significant history. However, in order for it to
continue fulfilling its mission as one of the nation’s foremost research insatutons, the Salk Institute
argues that it must expand its laboratory and administration space. The program of expansion is
ambitous in scope, but the Insttute’s architects have attempted to minimize any potentially adverse
impacts through the sensitive placement and design of new buildings and landscape elements.
Accordingly, much of the néw construction will be located on surface parking lots and other aress
earmarked for future development on the 1962 master plan drawings: Much of the new construction -
will be underground, minimizing its impact on existing spattal rcladdnshjps. Above-grade
construction will be lower than the historic Laboratory complex and the new buildings will be
designed to be compatible with, vet distiact from, the onginal Kahn-designed buidings.
Nevertheless, the project 25 desipned will remove the East Parking Lot, constituting a significant
adverse impact on the resource and the environment. Because its significance reladve to the overall
resource is limited, Page & Turnbull contends that this impact can be mitgated to a less-than-

significant effect by means of the suggested mitigation measures cutlined above.
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A List of Important Works by Louis Kabn

Yale University Art Gallery, New Haven, Connecticut {1951— 1953)
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s Richards Medical Research Laboratones, Umverslty of Pennsylvama Philadelphia,
Pcnnsylvama (1957-1965)

« First Unita;ian Church, Rochester, New York (1959-1967)

+  Salk Instituté for Biological Studies, La Jolla, Cz;li_fomia (1959-1965)
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» Jagyo Sa::llgsim'd Bflaban {National Assembly Buﬂdmg) in Dilaka,-Bangl:idcs_h (1.962—1974)
+  Kimbell Art Musg_:m}n, Fort Worth, Tex;s (19671 972) |

+ Yale Center for British Art, New Haven, Connecticut (1969-1974)

» Indian Insttute of Management, Ahmedabad, India {1963)
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FIGURE 3.6A

CULTURAL HISTORY QF
CAMP ROBERT E. CALLAN AND CAMP CALVIN B. MATTHEWS

MAP OF CAMP CALLAN
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1. INTRODUCTION

This Salk Instrute Landscape Histonical Analysis has been prepared ac the request of the Salk
Institute for Biological Studies (Salk Institute). Page & Turnbull has been asked to evaluate the
potential impacts of the proposed expansion of the Salk Institute campus (Proposed Project) on
historic landscape resources. This memorandum will serve as an addendum to the Historic Resources
Technical Report (Technical Report) prepared under separate cover. Please refer to this report for
the project background, descdption and historical backgrounds for the Salk Institute campus. In the
Techaical Report, Page & Turnbull evaluated the Proposed Project for conformance with The
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Rehabilitadon Standards). We

" found the project t& comply with all but two of the ten Standards. Based on the disproportionate

impact of the Proposed Project on landscape features, we have been asked to evaluate the project for

conformance with a related alternative set of standards endded: The Searetary of the Interior's Standards

Jor the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cuitural Landscapes.

1I. METHODOLOGY

This memorandum incorporates the referenced Technic;al Report by reference and the references
cited within. Soutces specifically used in the execution of this memorandum include several early site
plans prepared by Louis Kahn’s team, including the July 1962 plot plan known as “Revised Exhibit
A,” (1962 Plot Plan), the February 1965 Revised Plot Plan known as “EXhibit_X_,” and the May 1965
Landscape Plan. Other sources referenced include historic aerial photographs dating from 1928,
1958, 1960, 1965, 1970, 1984 and 1990 and a historic map showing World War [1-era Camp Callan.
Addidonal information was provided to Page & Turnbull by Garry Van Gerpen, Faciliies Manager
for the Salk Institute. |

II1. DESCRIPTION AND HISTORICAL CONTEX’I‘

A General Site Description

The Salk Insdwute 1s locared appro:dm:itely three miles north of La Jolla, on 2 U-shaped, 26.34-acte
site overlooking the Pacific Ocean. The oddly configured parcel is composed of three small mesas —
North, South, and East — that embrace a steep and narrow coastal canyon near the center of the

property. Most of the canyon proper is part of Torrey Pines City Park and not owned by the Salk

March 7, 2007 . ’ Page & Turnbull, Ine.



Salk Institute Landscape Analysis Salk Insiture for Biological Studies
. © 10070 North Torrey Pines Road
San Diggo, California

Institute. The dramatic coastal site served several purposes prior to the construction of the Salk
Institute; remnants of these prior uses survive in places. The following section will descrbe the
histonical designed and cultural landscape features of the Salk Insatute.! The description will begin
with the East Mesa (the location of the bulk of the remaining histonc feat!..ues) and continue to

discuss the North and South Mesas, respectively.

B. East Mera

East Parking Lot .

Presently, the East Mesa is the most intensively developed portion of the Salk Insttte campus due
to its level topography and proximity to North Torrey Pines Road. The ezsternmost portion is
dominated by a large landscaped surface parking lot known as the East Parking Lot Omnginally
designated on the 1962 Plot Plan as being reserved for future development, the area was re- -
designated for use as a surface parking létr on-both Exhibit X and the 1965 Landscape Plan. Cleared

. in 1965 and completed by 1967, the East Parking Lot features six planting strips containing

approximately eight Chinese Frnge trees (Chionanthus retusa). This species was chosen by Landscape

_ Consultant Roland Hoyt because of their mature diminutive size, colorful flowers, and ability to

provide sufficient shade. The East i’zn:king Lot has undergone few (f any) changes since it was

completed.

" Perimeter Plantings

The East Mesa features historic perimerer plantings consisting mostly of Red Flaming eucalyptus (E.
ficifoliay and otﬁe: trees and shrubs, providing a dense screen.of vegetation between the campus and
adjoining roaas. The 1965 Landscape Plan depicts two rows of eucalyprus trees bounding the north,
east and south sides of the East Parking Lot Unspecified ground cover was to clad the ground
beneath the eucalyptus. Single rows of identical eucalyptus trees were to line the north and south
sides of Salk Instiate Road from North Torrey Pines Road to the westerly pro;;erty line a.ndralc.)ng
the north side of the North Garden. The eucalypts do not appear to have been planted unul the late
1960s because they are sull very small on the 1970 acrial photograph. The same aeral indicates that
while eucalypts \;L?ere planted along the south side of Salk Institute Road and along the northerly edge

i According to the Natonal Pack Service’s bulletin: The Seaerary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landsegpes (Washington, D.C.: 1996), a culrural landscape is defined as “...a
geographic area (including both cultura] and natural resources and the wildlife or domestic animals therein), associated with
2 historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values, There are four general types of cultural
landscapes, not murually exclusive: historic sites, historic designed landscapes, historic vernacular landscapes, and
ethnographic landscapes.”
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of the North Garden, they were not pianted on the north side of Saik [nsttute Road or along'the
northerly edge of the North Mesa. Today, much of thé perimeter landscaping remains largely intact,

although adjoining landowners have removed several trees on the south side of Salk Institute Road.?

The west side of the East Parking Lot was ouginally to have been bounded by an alternating
arrangement of Sheet Bay trees (Lawms Nobklis) and Southern Magnolias (Magnokia Grandiflora).
Immediately west of this row there was to have been 2 row of Bucare (Erythrina Poeppigiana), with
smaller clusters of Acacia trees at the north and south ends. Serving as a hedge, this dense row of
vegetation screened the Parking Lot from the remnant historical eucalyptus grove, part of which stiil
exists between the East Building and the historic Laboratory complex. The trees were indeed planted
because they appear on the 1970 and 1984 aerials but they appear to have been removed to make way
for the East Building in 1994. New eucalyptus trees were planted in a planting strip built between the
East Building and the East Parking Lot ca. 1994.

Eucalyptus Grove

Located between the East Building and the historic Laboratory complex is a remnant of a historic
eucalyptus grove that predates the Salk Institute. Probably planted by ranchers as a windbreak to
baffle stiff onshore winds, the oﬁg{nal provenance of the eucalyptus grove is unknown. It appears on
a 1928 aeral photograph taken over Torrey Mesa. The photograph indicates that the site of what is
now the Salk Institute was largely undeveloped although not uatouched. The photograph depicts
what appears to be pastures covering most of what is now the Salk Institute site. The only exceptions
were the South Mesa and coastal canyon — which appears to retain their sarural coastal sage scrub
cover — and the easternmost third of the property, which at that dme was covered by a grove of

eucalyptus trees surrounding a small pasture or corral.

According to the 1928 acnal, the eucalyptus grove, which appears to have been planted, extended
north of the exisdng northerly property line but did not go any further south of the historic property
hne indicated by present-day Salk Instimate Road, In the 1928 photograph, the eucalyptus grove
appears to consist of trees of varying ages, with the largest appearing to fa2ll within the 20-25-year
range. A narrow dirt road divided the eastern part of the property (the East Mesa) from the western
part of the property (North and South Mesas). The aedal photograph shows that the eastern

2 A note on the 1962 Plot Plan indicates that the trees on the south side of Salk Instirate Road weare planted as early as June
1962.
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boundary of the property was defined by a eucalyptus-lined road formerly called La Jolla Scenic
Drdve {(cow North Torrey Pines Road). The southern property boundary was marked by a fence,
sepatating it from ol tycoon William Black’s La Jolla Farms.

The eucalyptus grove continues to appear on subsequent aenal photographs, evidently survaing the
Camp Callan occupaton. According to the 1962 Plot Plan, the eucalyprus grove was to have been
left intact although its site was reserved for future development. The 1963 Landscape Plan shows 2
much more detailed strategy for the eucalyptus grove. Notes indicate that approximately sixty extant
trees were to be retained, unspecified ground cover and bark placed on the ground, and about twelve
new trees added. According to notes on the plan, the new trees were to be Brazihan Pepper (Sabinus
Terebinthifoling) and Green' Ebony dancaranda Acutifolia). Exhibit X, prepared three months later,
mndicates the existence of the cucalyptus grove but continues to show the site earmarked for future

development.

The 1970 aerial photograph shows the eucalyptus grove i place, although much of 1t appears to have
been replanted with younger trees. Larger and presumably older trees remain at the northern and
southern end of the grove. A tght grid of young trees is shown occupying much of the ceatral and
eastern portion of the grove. The 1984 aenal shows the eucalyptus grove largely matured and thickly
planted with both old and newer trees. The construction of the East Building resulted in the removal
of the eastern half of the eucalyptus grove. It appears most of the trees removed were younger
specimens planted in the late 1960s. Several mature older trees were retained. However, since 1994

many of the older eucalyptus trees have died and been replaced in kind with younger trees.

Laboratory Complex ' )

Located at the western end of the East Mesa where it overlooks the coastal canyon and the Pacific
Ocean, the Kahn-designed Laboratory complex and adjacent landscaping comprse the central focus
of the Salk Insttute campus. The Laboratory complex is comprised of two, six-story (with two levels
below grade), reinforced-concrete buildings flanking a central courtyard (Cenwal Court). Both
buildings measure 245’ x 65 in plan, whereas the travertine-surfaced Cenrtral Court measures 270 x
90°. The Central Court 1s longitudinally bisected by a shallow linear water feature, or runnel, which
carries a re-circulated stream of water from a small pool at the e!astcru end of the court to a large
rectangular pool at the western end. The pool on the east side of the court is flanked by two elevated

concrete planting beds that originally contained Calamondin orange trees. The orange trees, intended
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as an homage 10 the fast;disappearing citrus landscape of Southern California, were removed as they

did not do well close to the coast. They were subsequently replaced by a hardier variety of ime tree.

The landscaping of the Ceﬁrzal Couzrt continued to evolve well beyond the inigal coﬁpiedon of the
Laboratory complex. In early 1965, Kahn developed a plan that would place a grid of columnar
Ttalian Cypress in the Central Court, but as consﬁuction progressed he increasingly found fault with
this scheme. By the Summer of 1965, the Laboratory complex was largely complete but the Central
Court was still unresolved. In 1966, Kahn sent a round-trip plane ticket to the famed Mexican
landscape architect Luis Barragin, and a note requesting that he fly to San Diego. On Febmary 24,
1966, Barragan visited the site with Kahn and his project architect Jack MacAllister, After hearing of
Kahn's plans to plant trees in the Central Court, Barragén reportedly announced “Not one |
leaf...Don’t put one leaf, nor plant, nor one flower, nor dirt. Absolutely nothing” He added: “A
plaza...will vnite the two buildings and at the end, you will see the line of the sea.” Barragan called
the plaza 2 “fagade that rises to the sky.™

At first Kahn believed this solution to be too harsh, and he asked San Francisco landscape architect
Lawrence Halprin to develop alternaove plans. Halpnn responded with a plan submitted n
November 1966 flustrating the court filled with orange trees. The following month, Jonas Salk wrote
to Kahn objecting to Halprin’s scheme; endorsing instead Barragin’s approach, suggesting the entite
court be paved in dry-laid stone (travertine). The ruanel orginally proposed by Kahn was retained,
with recirculated water running continuously from a small square pool at the entrance to a larger pool
at the western end. Although Kahn developed several other iterations for the court, he finally sertled
on this simple yet (;,ffect_ive scheme. Since 1ts completion in 1967-68, the Central Court has not

undergone any significant changes.

North Garden

The Laboratory complex is surrounded by landscape clements designed by Louis Kaha. The North
Garden, an onginal component of the 1962 Kahn/Salk master plan, is located between the North
Building and Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. Presently, the North Garden is a gently sloping grass lawn
transected by several brick footpaths. The paths are illuminated by 1960s-era cylindrical bollard light
fixtures. Torrey Pines Scemic Dove is lined with remnants of original penmeter plantings, some of

which are Flaming Red eucalypts. As the cucalyptus' trees have died, they have been replaced with
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Torrey pines, which are native to this part of San Diego County. The brick path on the west side of
the North Garden, which is original ro the design, appears to retain a handful of eriginal Holly oaks
contamed within planters. The exisung North Garden has undergone few major changes since it was

originally completed in the late 1960s.

South Garden

The 1965 Landscape Plan depicts the South Garden, located between the South Building and Salk
Insatute Road, as two separate lawn panels bounded by short concrete retaining walls, Probably due
to cost overruns, the construction of the South Gaxden was postponed; and after the COII-‘lplcﬁon of
the TLaboratory complex 1 1965, the entire area was converted into an unpaved temporary surface
parking lot. In 1 978, the new subterranean Cancer Research/Animal Facility was constructed beneath
the site; and in 2001, the Animal Faci]ity was expanded southward to occup.y the intervening space
between Cancer Research Faciliry and Saik Institute Road. Today, a concrete wall marks the extent of
these additions. Grass lawns have been planted on their roofs, largely replicating the appearance of
the South Garden as onginally proposed.

C. North Mesa ) . i

Prior to the Salk Institute occupying the site, the North Mesa was used by the Army as part of Camp
Callan. According to a 1940s-era U.S. Army map of Camp Callan, approximately half of what is now
tﬁe Salk Institute campus was located within “Block 257 of Camp Callan, including all of the East
Mesa and most of the North Mesz. The map indicates that the North Mesa was occupied by a
circular drive and six ammunition magazines. In addition, there were two small stuctures labeled as
“gas chambers” located on what 1s now the site of the West Interim Facility. The gas chambers were
used to train draftees to recognize various types of poisonous gas and how to respond to chemical

attacks.t

According to Kahn’s oniginal master plan, the North Mesa was to be the location of the proposed
“Meetng Center” at its far western end. Landscaping was to have been minimal, consisting for the
most part of trees planted alongside a footpath connecting the Meeting Center to the Laboratory
complex. It 15 unknown what kind of trees were to be planted as the North Mesa is not included in

the 1965 Landscape Plan, but trees in adjoining areas of the East Mesa were to have been Holly oaks

3 David Brownlee, Lowis Kabn: In the Realm of Archirecture (New York: Rizzoli, 1992), p. 334.
4 Ikd, p. 36.
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{Ouercus Tlexc). Cost overruns resulted 1n the indefinite postponement of the Meeting Center. Located
on the North Mesa since before the completion of the Laboratory complex in 1965 are several
“temporary” laboratory structures collecauvely known as the West Interim Facility. An informal
unpaved parking lot occupied much of the rest of the North Mesa, with some native coastal sage
scrub reclaiming the western portion. In 1985, the Salk Insdtute traded two acres of land on the

western edge of the South Mesa for an equivalent amount of City-owned land on the southern side

of the North Mesa. The land swap created enough space to construct a large paved surface parking

lot on most of the land not occupied by the West Interim Facility. Three small greenhouses were also
built in the late 1980s. Ounly small portions of the Nosth Mesa remain undeveloped, with coastal sage

scrub and vernal pools covering the upper margins of the adjoining canyon.

D. South Mesa

Prior to the occupation of the Salk Instirute, the South Mesa was the section of the Salk Institute
ca-mpus least impacted by human occupati.on Pror to the Second World War, 1t was occupied by
coastal sage scrub. During the War, Camp Callan occupied the North Mesa and most of the East
Mesa but not the South Mesa. After the war, the South Mesa began to undergo change. The 1958
aerial photograph shows what appears to be a graded unpaved parking lot or staging area a; the most
level section at the center of the South Mesa. This condition remained consistent through the early

1960s when the Salk Insttute bf:g';m to develop 1ts campus.

On the South Mesa, Kahn planned a residential development for visiting researchers called the
“Quarters for Visiting Fellows” (Quarters). The buildings were to terrace down the ocean side of the
mesa, reducing their visual prominence and taking advantage of the dramatc views. The Quarters
were to be accessed by a curvilinear path that followed the rough namural contours of the site. Tt is
not known what type of trees these were to be because the South Mesa was not included in the 1965
Landscape Plan. In addition to the Meeting Center, Exhibit X indicated that other porpions of fhc
South Mesa were to be reserved for future development. Construction of the Quarters was
indefinitely postponed in response to cost overruns. During the construction of the Laboratory
complex, contractors dcposit.ed excavation matenals on top of the graded area on top of the South
Mesa, creating the distinctive “mound” at the center of the site. Two decades later, in 1983, the City
traded two acres along the north wall of the canyon for an equivalent amount of Salk Institute land at
the western end of the South Mésa. On this land, the City built 2 wastewzter pumping station (known
as Pump Station #45). The property exchange altered the configuration of the property boundaries
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and the construction of Pump Station #45 changed the appearance of the western end of the South
Mesa. Today, the South Mesa has largely re-vegetated, although the coastal sage scrub i1s patchy

where the mound is located.

IV. EVALUATION OF PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACTS

A. Project Description )
The Proposed Project is described in more depth in the above-referenced Technical Report. Si.mpl;}
expressed, it will entail the construction of 96,400 squa;:c feet (sf) of sdentific/reception space,

115,182 sf of support facilides, 3,600 sf of greenhouse space, a 12,000 sf private daycare facility, a

© 12,000 sf short-term residential facility, and subterranean parking "for approximately 1,120

automobiles. Several temporary buildings comprising approximately 29,000 sf, including the East and
West Intenm Faclities, will be demolished, '}\c.aving approximately 260,818 sf of existng space on the
campus. The Proposed Project will therefore bring the total developed area of the campus up to
500,000 sf, the allowable maximum. Of the total 26.34-acre campus, 6.2 acres of land will remain
undeveloped, a portion of which will be donated to the City for habitat preservation. The Proposed
Project will require grading of approximately 11.2 acres to implement the proposed development and
associated site mmprovements. The Proposed Project will result in changes to the histotic cultural

landscape of the Salk Institute Campus.

B. Status of Eixcisting Site ar a Historical Resource

On Awpgust 5, 2005, the California State Historical Resources Commission formally determined the
Salk Insutute eligible for listing in the Nationai Register on the basis of s significance under
Criterion C (Architecture). Upon reception by the Keeper of the Naconal Register, OHP will assign
the Salk Insdtute a Status Code of “2S5,” meaning that the property is an “Individual property
determined eligible for NR by the Keeper.”> Tr will be listed in the California Register as a property
formally determined eligible for kisting in the National Register. The Salk Institute unquestionably

qualifies as 4 historic resource under CEQA as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a).

According to the City of San Diego’s Significance Determination Thresholds: California Environmental Quality

At (November 2004), historical or cultural resources “include all properties (histomc, archaeological,

3 California Office of Histodc Preservaton, “California Historcal Resource Status Codes.”
6 California Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(d){1), California Repister of Historical Resources.
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landscapes, traditional, etc.) eligible or potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places,
as well as those that may be significant pu:sﬁant to state and local laws and registration programs
such as the California Register of Historical Resources or the City of San Diego Historical Resources
Register.” As a property that has been listed as a City Landmark, as well as a property that has been
determined eligible for listing in the National Register, the Salk Institute is also a presumed historical

resource under City regulations.”

C. Desermination of Sipnifcant Adverse Change under CEOA

According to CEQA, a “project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historic resource is a project that may have a signiﬁca_.nt effect on the
environment.” Substantial adverse change is defined as: “physical der.nblition; destruction,
relocation, or alteration of the resource o its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an
historic resource would be materally impaired.”® The significance of a historic tesource is materally
impzired when a projéc_:r “demolishes or matenally alters in 2n adverse manner those physical
characteristics of an histoncal resource that convcy-its historical significance” and that jusdfy or

account for its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the California Register. 1

D. Evaluation of the Project Purssant to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rebabilitation

"The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rebabifitation with Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties

provide guidance for reviewing proposed work to historic properties.!! The Secretary of the Intesior’s
Standards (The Standards) are typically used by Federal agencies in evaluating work on a# historic
property types included in the National Register, including building, sites, structures, landscapes,
districts, and obiccts. The Standards have also been adopted by local govcrnmcnf bodies across the
country for reviewing proposed work to historic ptoperties under local preservation ordinances. The

Standards are a useful analyte tool for understanding and describing the potental impacts of

7 Pub. Res. Code 555024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.

8 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)

¥ CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b) (1)

18 CEQA Gudelines subsection 15064.5(b) (2).

1 1.5, Deparmment of Interior National Park Service Cultural Resources, Preservation Assistance Division, Sezretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rebabiliration and lstrated Guidelines for Rebabilitating Histeric Buildings, 1992. The Standards, cevised in
1992, were codified as 36 CFR Part 68.3 in the July 12, 1995 Federal Register (Vol. 60, No. 133). The revision replaces the
1978 and 1983 versions of 36 CFR 68 entided Thr Secrerary of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation Projects. The 36 CFR
68.3 Standards are applied 1o all grant-in-aid development projects assisted through the Natonal Historic Preservation Fund.
Another set of Sterderds, 36 CFR 67.7, focuses on “certified historic structures” as defined by the IRS Code of 1986. The
Srandards in 36 CFR 67.7 are used primarity when property owners are seeking certification for federal tax benefits. The two
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substantial changes to historic resources. Conformance with the Standards does not determine
whether 2 project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource.
Rather, projects that comply with the Standards benefit from a regulatory presumption that they
would have a less-than-significant adverse impact on a historc resource.’? Projects that do not
cémply with the Standards may or maf not cause a substantal adverse change in the significance of

an historc resource.

In the above-referenced Technical Report P;ige & Turnbull evaluated the Proposed Project for
conformance with The Standards, finding the project compliant with all but two: Rehabilitation
'Standarlds 2 and 9. Because the Proposed Project impacts landscape features more so than buildings
or structures, Page & Turnbull has been asked to re-evaiuate the project for conformance with an
elternative set of guidelines Acx*cloped by the National Park Service for use with cultural landscapes.
Ideatical to the Rehabilitation Standards, The Searetary af{ the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Propertier with Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes (Cultural Landscape Standards) contain
ten standards. Because this document contains standards idenacal to the Rehabi]it:;.tion Standards, we
have decided to not include a standard-by-standard analysis. Our original evaluation can be found
above-referenced Technical Report. Rather, the following section will instead holisﬁcally analyze the

Proposed Project for conformance with the Cultural Landscape Rehabiliration Standards.

First, we would like to mnclude some defiminons. According to our analysis, the Salk Insatute is #of
defined primarly as a cultural landscape. It does, however, contain several significant designed,
vernacular and natural landscapes within the boundaries of the property, most of which contribute to
the significance of the property. Similar to our analysis uader the Rehabilitaton Standards, the
primary impact of the Proposed Project is the replacement of the “historic” East Parking Lot with a
new laboratory buﬂding (Torrey East Building). While of much lesser significance than the other
designed landscapes, the East Parking Lot was found to be a contributing element of the National
Register-eligible property. Based on our reading of the Cuitural Landscape Rehabilitation Guidelines,
the primary impacfs remain the same. Spatial relationships that have characterized the property will
be disrupted by the replacement of the parking lot with 2 new building. In other areas, the Proposed
Project is in compliance with the Cultural Landscape Rehabilitation Guidelines; missing perimeter
plantings will be replaced in kind, the historic Chinese fringe trees in the East Parking Lot will be

sets of Srandards vary stightly, but the differences are primarily technoical and non-subsrannve in nature. The Guidefines,
however, are »of codified in the Federal Regisrer,
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salvaged and replanted as part of the site landscape of the Torrey East Building, and the North
Garden and eucalyptus grove will be restored to their original appearance. Nevertheless, the
construction of the Torrey East Building on the East Parking Lot will alter historic spatiai and
circulation patterns and vegetation, failing to comply with Cultural/ Landscape Rehabilitation
Standards 2 and 9.

IX. CONCLUSION

The cultural landscape of the Salk Institute is an important component of the historic campus of the

‘Salk Institute for Biological Studies. Incorporating important désigned, vernacular and natural areas,

these landscapes form the setting of the famous Laboratory complex and Central Courr at the heart
of the campus. Some of the landscape elements are more significant than others, pa.rticﬂarly the
designed landscapes associated with architect Louis L Kahn. Based on out analysis, the impact of the
Proposed Project remains the same under the Cultural Landscape Standards as it does for the
Rehabilitation Standards, The construction of the Torrey East Building will remove a landscape
feature designed by Kahn’s design team and replace it with a labor&ory building that will change the
campus’ important character-defining features. However, the Proposed Project does, in large part,
comply with the rest of the Standards, undertaking important rehabilitaion work to renew and

enhance the aging original landscape features.

12 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(0)(3).
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L INTRODUCTION

The following Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations are made for the Final Environmental
Impact Report (the “EIR”) for the Salk Insticute Master Plan project (the “project”). The EIR (Project No.
44675 /SCH No. 2004111049), which is incorporated by reference herein, analyzes the significant and

potentially significant environmental impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed project.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code §§21000 et seq.
and the State CEQA Guidelines (“Guidelines”) (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, §§15000 et seq.)
require that no public agency shall approve or carry out a project which identifies one or.-more significant
environmental effects of a project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings for each of
those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explauatiou of the radonale {or each finding. The possible

findings are:

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effects on the environment as identified in the
EIR '

(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public

agency and not the agency making che finding. Such changes have been or can or should be
adopted by that other agency.

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make
infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in che EIR..

(CEQA, §21081(a); Guidelines, §15091(2).)

CEQA and the Guidelines further require that, where the decision of the public agency allows the
occurrence of significant effects which are identified in the EIR, but are not at least substantially
mitigated, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the EIR
and/or other information in the record, (Guidelines, §15093(b))

The project applicant has submitted the following Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations
as candidate findings to be made by the decision-making body. The Entitlement Division of the

Development Services Department does not recommend that the discretionary body either adopt or reject -

these findings. They are attached to allow readers of this report an opportunity to review the
environmental impacts of the proposed project, as well as potential reasons for approving the project
despite the significant unmitigared traffic impacts identcified in the EIR.

8/1 9/2008 1
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I1. SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PURPOSE

The 26.3-acre Salk Insticute campus (the “project site”) is located in the northwestern portion of the
University Community Planning area in the City of San Diego, and is bounded by public roads North
Torrey Pines Road, Torrey Pines Scenic Drive and Salk Institute Road. The northwest corner of the La
Jolla Community Planning area is immediately south of the project site. Urban development in the form
of a commercial conference center and single-family homes occupy the developed land to the south of the
project site. The University of California, San Diego (“UCSD”) owns developed and undeveloped property
north and east of the project site. The Torrey Pines Gliderport is located on a bluff northwest of the site.

Undeveloped-City-owned-land-set-aside-for-habitat-preservation.(i.e.,-Multiple Habitat Planning.Area . -

[“MHPA"}) and Torrey Pines City Park is located west of the site.

Regional access to the site is from North Torrey Pines Road, while vehicular access to the site is gained
from private driveways connecting to Torrey Pines Scenic Drive and Salk Insticute Road. Approximately
18.4 acres of the project site are currently developed with scientific research and support ficilities, surface
parking areas, hardscape, landscaping, and lawn areas, Approximately 8.0 acres of the site are
undeveloped and contain native habitat. The Salk Insticute campus is included on the San Diego Register
of Historic Landmarks, the California Register of Historic Resources, and is eligible for listing on the
Natxonal Register of Historic Places.

The proposed project would mclude grading of 9:0 acres of the 26.3-acre site. Development of che project
would be implemented in phases, perhaps over a period of several decades depending upon avaiiabilicy of
funding, and would include expansion of the existing scientific research space on site through the
construction of 186,200 square feet (“sf”) of new facilities and redevelopment of 29,000 sf of temporary
- facilities slated for demolition. The 215,200 sf of development would bring the Salk Institute to 476,000
sf, or 24,000 sf below its maximum' aliowable built area of 500,000 sf under the University Community
Plan. The proposed project would include additional scientific research building(s); construction of the
Salk Community Center Building to serve che Salk Institute community and containing administrative
and support space, dining facilities, and an auditorium; construction of an underground core facility,
equipment shops and mechanical room to house research space and shared equipment space; and
development of three new research greenhouses to replace those existing on site. New parking facilities
would be provided through the phased construction of two new underground parking garages near the
existing on-site surface parking lots, in addition to minimal new surface parking at key areas on the
campus, for a minimum of 1,046 total spaces on site.. Reconstructed and/or new driveways would be
installed along Salk Instirute Road and Torrey Pines Scenic Drive to access the proposed Torrey East

Building and the Salk Community Center Building, respectively, and their associated underground-

parking areas. Informal pedestrian walkways similar to those existing on the campus would be provided
throughour the project site with linkages to existing and proposed facilities. A new 5-foot sidewalk
extension also is proposed within the Torrey Pines Scenic Drive right-of-way to the western property
boundary. :

Overall site grading is expected to require approximately 20,000 cubic yards (“cy™) of cut, 2,300 ¢y of fill,
and 200,000 cy of excavation for the proposed subterranean parking scructures, day care facility, north
lawn core facility, equipment shops and mechanical room. Over the build out of the proposed project,
cherefore, the amount of total export would equal 217,700 cy.

Discretionary actions for the proposed projecf would include a Master Planned Development Permit, a
Site Development Permit, a Coastal Development Permit, a Vesting Tentative Map, a MHPA Boundary

[}
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Line Adjustment, and easement vacations. In addition, the proposed project would require amendments
to existing Conditional Use Permir ("CUP”) No. 3841 and existing Coastal Development Permit/Hillside
Review Permit/CUP No. 90-1140.

As described in Section 3.1 of the EIR, the primary goals of the project include developing a project that:

e Is compatible with the primary goals and objectives of the University Community Plan, the
North City Local Coastal Program and applicable sections of the City of San Diego Municipal
Code ("SDMC™,

o s consistent, in terms of general scope, planning and architectural theme, with Jonas Salk’s
original vision for the research insticute properry developed by Jonas Salk and Louis Kahn in
the 1961 Master Plan (“1961 Master Plan”) and CUP No. 3841, which precludes urban
densities in any one area, maintains access to the natural setting and avoids inappropriate land
use adjacencies;

¢ Allows the Iastitute to develop new and expanded scientific research facilities as provided for
in the Universiry Communiry Plan, while using the Insticute’s funds in the most cost-effective
manner possible and retaining the maximum possible funds for its core scientific mission;

o Helps the Institute remain competitive with other national research institutions in attracting
and retaining top researchers by providing on-site amenities, such as an employee community
center with indoor and outdoor meeting spaces, an auditorium and dining facilities; and state-
of-the-art scientific research facilities, that are respectful of the historic architecture and
integrated with the surrounding open space;

e Provides state-of-the-art scientific research space that will help attract new research funding
and crain the best and brightest scientists in the world in an inspiring and collaborative
setting wich exceprional faculty and staff and will house the fatest equipment technology that
will allow Institute employees to fulfill their institutional missions of fundamental discoveries
in the life sciences, the improvement of human health and conditions and the craining of
future generations of scientists; '

e Provides the centralized support facilities (i.e., Salk Community Center Building) for the
Insticute that will be placed on site in a2 manner that balances the sensitive narural and
historic resources with the need for adequate site security;

. ® Creates new underground parking areas on site that sufficiently satisfy the parking needs of
the entire facility and minimizes surface parking;

® Preserves and enhances views of the ocean and scenic coastal resources recognized in
applicable local, regional and state plans and policies;

e Enhances and expands environmental protection for environmentally sensitive areas on site by
adding land to the City’s MHPA;

e Provides landscaping plans and architectural and landscape design guidelines to ensure
- creation of an aesthetically pleasing development project that complements the existing
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landscape and permanent structures on site, respects the site’s historical integrity and
landscape with high design standards and enhances publicly accessible views in the project
area; and

e  Allows for the removal of all temporary buildings on the properry.
III. ISSUES ADDRESSED IN EIR

The EIR contains an environmental analysis of the potential impacts associated with implementing the

proposed_project._ The major issues that are addressed in chis EIR were determined to be potentially

significant based on review by the City of San Diego. These issues include land use, visual
quality/neighborhood character, biological resources, historical resources, craffic/circulation, air qualicy,
noise, hydrology/water quality, geology, and paleontological resources.

IA'A SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

The FEIR concludes that the proposed projéct will have no significant impacts with respect to the
following issues: Land Use, Visual Qualicy/Neighborhood Character, Air Quality, Hydrology/Warter
Qualicy, and Geology.

Porentiaiiy significant impacts from the proposed project on the following issues will be mitigated to
below a Jevel of significance by existing regulations/standard conditions, project design fearures/special
development requirements, and/or mitigation measures that will be made conditions of project approval:

Biological Resources, Historical Resources, Noise, and Paleontological Resources.

Impacts related to Traffic/Circulation (I-5/Genesee Avenue Interchange) wdl remain significant and
unmitigated, despite the adoption of all feasxble mitigation measures.

V. FINDINGS REGARDING IMPACTS THAT CAN BE MITIGATED TO BELOW A LEVEL
OF SIGNIFICANCE (PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE §21081(a)(1))

The City, having reviewed and considered the information contained in the EIR, finds pursuant to Public
Resources Code §21081(a)(1) and Guidelines §15091(a)(1) that changes or alteracions have been required
in, or incorporated into, the project which would mitigate, avoid, or substantially lessen to below alevel of
significance the following potential significant environmental effects identified in cthe EIR on biological
resources {(direct), historical resources (direct), noise (direct), and paleontology (direct).

A. Biological Resources (Direct and Indirect)

Potential Impacts: Development of the proposed project would result in direct impacts to biological
resources.

Because the eucalyprus trees on site may provide nesting habitat for several raptort species, direct impacts
could occur to nesting raptors as a result of project implementation.

Project grading and Zone 1 brush management would impact the following sensitive upland habicat
- types:



- indirect impacts due to noise, brush management/invasive species intrusion, and gradingf/land -

Ry

e Maritime succulent scrub (Tier I): 0.03 acre, of which 0.02 acre occurs within the existing on-site
MHPA.

o Diegan coastal sage scrub, including disturbed (Tier II): 0.05 acre, including 0.04 acre disturbed.

Impacts to less than 0.1 acre of sensitive habicats and 8.90 acres of disturbed habitar, ornamental areas
and developed land are not considered significant.

No impacts would occur to on-site wetlands or riparian hab1cacs such as vernal pools, southern wdlow

scrub, or jurisdictional areas.

Although 0.05 acre would be subtracted from the existing MHPA on site, 1.27 net acres would be added
to the MHPA through a boundary line adjustment; therefore, a net increase in MHPA would result and
no significant impacts would occur with respect to the provisions of the City's Multiple Species
Conservation Program ("MSCP”) Subarea Plan.

Project construction and brush management implementation would result in potentially significant
development, resulting in adverse edge effects to the MHPA.

Facts in Support of Findings: The project’s significant direct and indirect impacts to biological

resources wonld be mitigated to below a level of significance with implementartion of Mitigation Measures
5.3-1 through 5.3-7 identified in Section 5.3.2 of the Final EIR. Implementation of these measures would
be assured through incorporation into the project’'s MMRP and shall be conditions of project approval.

In order to mitigate for potential impacts to nesting raptors, a preconstruction survey shall be conducted
and no construction shall occur within 300 to 500 feet of any occupied nest(s) until the young fledge.
Should the biologist determine that raptors are nesting, the trees shall not be removed uncil after the
breeding season.

In order to ensure management of the native habicac i the MHPA, the project applicant would fully fund
the project Habitat Management Plan endowment of $44,500 and implement the plan.

To address indirect noise impacts to the coascal California gnatcatcher from construction during the
breeding season, the construction drawings shall indicate the need for pre-construction surveys and
avoidance of occupied habitat within the MHPA during the breeding season. No clearing; grubbing or
grading of areas occupied by the gnatcatcher would be allowed during the breeding season unless, under
the direction of a qualified acoustician, noise atrenuation measures (e.g., berms, walls) are implemented to
ensure that noise levels resulting from construction activities would not exceed 60 A-weighted decibels
(dBA) hourly average at the edge of habitar occupied by the coastal California gnatcarcher.

To prevent indirect impacts from invasive species in the MHPA, the City shall verify that plants in any
category of the California Invasive Plant Council (“Cal-IPC”) list, or otherwise known to the City to be
invasive species, are not being used in the final landscape plans.

To address indirect impaces during grading operations, all sensitive areas to be avoided shall be flagged,
and the contractors shall be informed regarding no-entry areas. The. entire limits of grading shall be
fenced with silt fencing and orange construction fencing to preclude entry into sensitive MHPA or other
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preserved areas and prevent sedimentation of off-site areas. During grading, a biological monicor shall
conduct site visits to assure that construction personnel and-equipment do not encroach upon any
" sensitive areas. A monitoring results report with appropriate graphics summarizing the results, analysis
and conclusion of the monitoring program would be submitted to the Development Services Department
of the City of San Diego. '

B. Historical Resources (Direct)

Potential Impacts:: The project’s proposed removal of the existing east parking lot, including the

_Chinese fringe trees, and construction of the Torrey East Building on the east mesa of the Salk Inscitute

campus would s1gmﬁcantly alter existing spatial relationships, as identified in the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and IHustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings
(“Rehabilitation Standards”). Impacts to chese spatial relationships would be minimized because of its
general consistency with the Kahn site plan (which anticipated future development on the east mesa),
incorporation of an acrium feature in the proposed Torrey East Building and enhancements to the
petimerter landscaping. Nonetheless, a significant physical impact to hiscorical resources would occur due
to alterations of spatial relationships combined with the removal of the historic east parking lot
- landscaping (i.e., Chinese fringe trees). '

Potential impacts could occur to Camp Callan-related historic-era archaeological resources on the north
mesa of the Salk Institute campus. Based on consultation with the Native American community,
potential impacts also couid occur to unknown prehistoric archaeological resources on site, including
archaeological resources associated with religious or sacred uses, or the discovery of buried human remains.
In the absence of precise information regarding the exact location of any such buried resources, if any are

in fact present on the campus, it is assumed that any related impacts would be significant.

Facts in Support of Findings: Potentially significant impacts to historical resources related to east
parking lot spatial relationships and historical landscaping would be mitigated to below a level of
significance by implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.4-1 through 5.4-3. Mitigation would require
the applicant to remove the existing Chinese fringe trees from the east parking lot and replant them as
part of che landscaping for the proposed Torrey East Building. The project landscape concept plan also
would be required to restore as much of the Institute’s original perimeter plantings as possible, and shall
include the replanting of healthy, existing perimeter plantings in a manner identical to the 1965
Landscape Plan. Other landscaping shall use the same species “paletce” as that of the 1965 Landscape
Plan, to che extent practicable given existing City regulations regarding invasive species near the MHPA.
Finally, the final design for the Torrey East Building must feature a ground-level, two-story atrium to
permit limited visibility through the building to the courtyard of che original laboratory building, as
specified in the Architecrural Design Guidelines of the Master PDP.

Potentially significant impacts to historic-era archaeological resources related to Camp Callan would be
mitigated to below a level of significance by implementation of Micigation Measures 5.4-4 through 5.4-8.
A records search must be verified and an archaeologist must monitor all excavation and/or grading
activities for the proposed building sites that overlap with potential Camp Callan-era structures. Any
cultural remains collected, as applicable to the site, shall be permanently curated wich an appropriate
institution. A monitoring report docurnenting the monitoring effort will be provided after construction is
complete.
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Potentially significant impacts to unknown prehistoric archaeological resources, including archaeological
resources associated with religious or sacred uses, or buried human remains, would be mitigated o below
a level-of significance by implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.4-9 through 5.4-14. After records
search verification, Native American monitoring must be conducted during grading/excavation/trenching,
and (if necessary) curation shall occur. Additionally, should burials/cremations or features be located, site
excavation and/or grading activities would be halted for a period of time sufficient to allow for excavation
and removal of the resources. A final monitoring results report summarizing the resulcs, analysis and
conclusion of the monitoring program (with appropriate graphics) would be submitted to the
Development Services Department of the City of San Diego.

C. Noise (Direct)

Potential Impacts: Construction of the proposed project would result in periodic noise levels that could
exceed the City’s noise threshold of 75 dBA. Construction noise could affect off-site residences along the
southern property line during implementation of the Torrey East Bu11d1ng and greenhouses. The impacts
would be temporary but con51dered significant,

Facts in Support of Findings: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.7-1 through 5.7-4 would

reduce the temporary construction noise impacts to off-site receptors to below a level of significance. The

measures require preparation of a construction noise control plan(s), the Gse of equipment with the lowest

possible sound levels and acoustic heights, and the operation and maintenance of equipment so as to

minimize noise generation. If deemed necessary by an acoustical consultant, temporary noise attenuation

barriers shall be provided for standard construction activity, and porrable noise screens or enclosures shall
be utilized for high noise activities/with equipment. The noise barriers would be required to block line-of-

sight between source and receiver, be constructed of solid material, and be fong enough to prevent sound

from flanking around the end of the barrier.

D. Paleohtology (Direct)

Potential Impacts: Implementation of grading and excavation for the proposed project would have the
potential for significant direct impacts to paleontological resources in areas underlain with moderate and

high sensicivity fossil-bearing geologic formartions.

Facts in Support of Findings: Potential direct impacts would be micigated to below a level of
significance by implementarion of Mirigation Measures 5.10-1 through 5.10-5. Mitigation would require
thar a qualified paleontologist and/or paleontological monitor implement a paleontclogical monitoring
program. The monitor would be present on site full-time during grading/excavation/trenching activities.
In the event of a discovery, the monitor would divere, direct or temporarily hale construction activities in
the area of discovery to allow recovery of fossils. The monitor shall be responsible for preparation of fossils
to a point of curation, as defined by the City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines, The monitor also
shall be responsible for the recordation of any discovered fossil sites with the San Diego Nartural History
Museum. A final monitoring results report summarizing the results, analysis and conclusion of the
monitoring program (wicth appropriate graphics) would be submitted to the Development Services
Department of the City of San Diego.
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VI.  FINDINGS REGARDING INFEASIBLE MITIGATION MEASURES AND
ALTERNATIVES (PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE §21081(a)(3))

The Ciry, having reviewed and considered the information contained in the EIR, finds pursuant to Public
Resources Code §21081(2)(3) and Guidelines §1509 1(a)3) that (i) the EIR considers a reasonable range of
project alternatives, and (i) specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make
infeasible the proposed project alternatives identified in the EIR as well as other alternatives or mitigation
measures which would reduce che following impact to belowa level of significance.

A. Infeas1b1hty of Mltlgatlon for Slgmﬁcant Unmmgated Impacts

1. Tfafﬁc/Circulation (Direct and Cumulative)

Potential Impacts: The proposed project would considerably contribute to delays at the intersection of
Interstate 5 (“I-5")/Genesee Avenue, resulting in significant direct and cumulative traffic/circulation

impacts at this freeway intersection.

Facts in Support of Findings: Alchough the proposed traffic/circulation mitigation measures would

require the applicant to pay fair-share fees consistent with the phasing schedule that would contribute

funding toward planned intersection improvements, the applicant cannot solely bear the cost of the
improvements to the I-5/Genesee Avenue intersection, as its fair share contribution would amount to less
than 0.001 percent of the entire cost of the intersection improvement project, estimated at $390 million
according to the Norch Universicy City Public Facilities Financing Plan Fiscal Year 2007. Furthermore,
neither the City of San Diego nor Caltrans have committed to the improvements so they are not assured
at this time; thus direct and cumulative impacts would remain Sngf cant and unmmgable until such
improvements are constructed.

It would be both unreasonable and infeasible for the applicant to singularly construct all the necessary
improvements to the intersection, given their scale (e.g., replacement of the overpass, construction of two
additional lanes, etc.), and their expected cost (estimated at $390 million as per above), as such
improvements would require numerous approvals, commitments and funding from other agencies to be
successfully completed. The additional traffic generated by the project would constitute only a small
portion of the expected cumulative impact to this intersection, as described in the EIR. Specifically, the
project would add less than 50 cars to the subject interchange during peak hours at build out, with
approximartely 3 percent of trips through the interchange in the PM peak hour being generaced by the
proposed project. Moreover, the project’s contribution to ADT on both the northbound and southbound
freeway segments surrounding the-impacted incersection would be less than 0.1 percent at build out.

Mitigation Measure 5.5-1 would require the applicant to contribute funds at a rate of $1,000.00 per trip’
impacting the fréeway, up to $350,000.00, for regional improvements at the 1-5/Genesee Avenue
intersection. Per Micigation Measure 5.5-2, the applicant also would continue to participate in the
current Transportation Demand Management (“TDM”) Plan shuttle arrangement and, prior to the
certificate of occupancy on project building(s) that would create new traffic, would determine whether it
will continue to participate in the current arrangement or begin to provide a private shuttle service for its
employees berween the project site and regional transic centers. In addition, the applicant will also pay
approximately $2 million in Facilities Benefit Assessment ("FBA™) fees in accordance with City policies, a
portion of which would go towards funding planned improvements at the impacted intersection (i.e.,

./
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North University City {“NUC”] FBA project NUC-24). Lastly, the phasing and timing of the project
build out may be such chat 2 portion of the applicant’s planned development may not be completed until
after al} or a portion of the improvements to the interchange have been implemented or ac least financially
assured—as such, the full porential impact of the project on the interchange may not be fully realized.

The payment of fair-share fees typically would render impacts from the project less than cumulatively
considerable, and in accordance with Guidelines § 15130(a)3), would alleviate this cumulative significant
impact. As noted above, however, the overall intersection improverhents are not assured, evenn with the
application of the project’s fair-share contribution, due to circumstances beyond the applicant’s control.
Therefore, despite implementacion of the above mitigacion measures, impacts to nearby freeway ramps

“would remain significant and not mitigated.

B. Infeasibility of Project Alternatives to Reduce or Avoid Significant Impacts

In accordance with § 15126.6(a) of the Guidelines, an EIR must describe “a range of reasonable
alternarives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would reasonably attain most of the
basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project,” as well as “evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to the project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives that will foster informed decision-making.

Section 8.0 of the EIR for the Salk Institute Master Plan project examined six project alternatives in terms
of their ability to meet the primary objectives of the proposed project, and eliminate or further reduce its
significant environmental effects. As noted in the Preface to the Final EIR, the applicant has chosen to
modify the proposed project to eliminate the daycare facilicy and housing quarters, which were both
considered ancillary uses to the overall scientific research use. These alternatives are still appropriaté
under CEQA, despite changes to the proposed project (i.e., Refined Project Design), because they
represent the range and configuration of uses that could be considered ancillary to the scientific research
mission for the Insticute. In addition, some of the alternatives are comparable in configuration to the
Refined Project Design (i.e., no development on the south mesa).

The following alternatives were considered in detail in the EIR: (1) No Project/No -Development
Alternative, (2) Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layout, (3) North Mesa Intensified
Development Alternative, (4) Neighborhood Proposed Alternacive, (5) Reduced Project Alternative, and
(6) East Parking Lot Avoidance Aleernative. This range includes various degrees and natures of
development in accordance with § 15126.6(a) of the Guidelines. Each of these alternatives is surnmarized
below. Although the No Project Alternative would result in minimal environmental impacts, the Scate
CEQA Guidelines require identification of an alternative other than the No Project Alternative as
Eavironmentally Supertior. Because it would reduce the severity of significant and unmitigable traffic
impacts identified for the proposed project relative to the other project alternatives, the Reduced Project
Alternative is considered to be the Environmentally Superior Alternacive. :

1. No Project/No Development Alternative

The No Project Alternative is the “circumstances under which the project does not proceed.” This
alternative would not achieve any of the basic objectives of the project, and would not allow build out (i.e.,
to 500,000 sf) of che subject property at the development intensity assumed in the University Community
Plan. This alternative assumes that the Salk Institute Master Plan would not be adoprted; the existing
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permits would not be amended; and che Site Development Permit, Coastal Development Permuic, Master
Planned Development Permit, Vesting Tentative Map, and Design Guidelines would not be issued. The
existing surface parking lots would rermain in their current conditions. No expansion of the scientific
research space would be implemented; no new underground parking facilities would be built; and no
support facilities, such as dining facilities, administrative support uses, temporary residential quartersor a

daycare facility would be developed on site. None of the existing biological resources in the western

portion of che site would be dedicated to the City for inclusion in the MHPA.

Potential Impacts: A summary of the environmental impacts of this alternative as compared to the

_.proposed_project_(i.e.,_Refined Project_Design) and_other_ alternatives_is provided in Table P-4 of the
Preface to the Final EIR. The No Project Alternative would avoid cerrain significant project-related
impacts to biological resources, historical resources, transportation/circulation (direct impacts), noise
(construction-related), and paleontological resources. Although this alternative would not produce
additional traffic or parking demands, the Institute’s existing eraffic would continue to contribute to
degraded conditions at the intersections of the 1-5/Genesee Avenue interchange; thus, cumulatively
significant traffic impacts would still occur. Based on the discussion in Section 8.0 of the EIR, this
alternative is rejected based on its inability to achieve the basic project ob}ectwes and the fact that it does
not avoid or subsrannally lessen cumulative traffic impacts.

Facts in Support of Findings: The No Project Alternative is rejected as infeasible because it would not
meet the basic objectives of the project, including allowing the Salk Institute: to implement the general
scope of the Kahn-Salk vision for the property; to expand its existing on-site facilities in compliance with
“the Universiry Community Plan; to provide much needed scientific research space in a collaborative setting;
to centralize support uses, to underground parking areas; to enhance views of the ocean and scenic coastal
resources; to expand protection for environmentally sensitive areas on site through a MHPA dedicarion;
and to provide landscape plans that would enhance the existing landscape. Furthermore, although this
alternative would preserve existing views, it would not enhance them since the parking lot would not be
redeveloped and the existing light standards, surface parking lot and temporary buildings would remain.

2, Alternative Salk Community Center Building Lavout

Under this alternative, the project would be constructed in a manner similar in scale and layour to the
proposed project, with the exception of the design and layout of the Salk Community Center Building.
This alternative would implement the Salk Community Center Building in four separate sections, with
two pairs of two internally connected buildings constructed in a northwest-to southeast-oriented row atop
the proposed north underground parking garage, covering most of the north mesa and paralleling Torrey
Pines Scenic Drive. Similar to the proposed project, the Alternative Salk Community Center Building
would house administrative space, dining facilities, meeting rooms and an audicorium, and would be used
for dining and social gatherings by Insticute employees. The rooflines of the Salk Community Center
Building under this alternative would descend from the easternmost to the westernmost section, rising no
‘more than 30 feet above grade (thus avoiding the need for a deviation from the maximum strucrure
height regulations of the underlying residential zone, as required for the proposed project). A two-level
parking structure would be constructed beneath each pair of the Salk Communiry Center Building under
this alternative, with pedestrian and vehicular access to the building and parking structures provided.
through new pathways and via new driveways off Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. As with the proposed project,
all parking would be accommodated on site under the Alternative Salk Community Center Building
Layout. This alternative also would feature a smaller Torrey East Building that would be constructed as

two wings separated by an internal courtyard open on the east and west elevations; a slightly larger and .
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more easterly located daycare facility; and a slightly more easterly located housing quarters, wich a north-
south orientation rather than the proposed east-west orientation. This alternative would not allow the
project applicant to construct the 476,000 sf of scientific research space requested in the application,
because it does not account for the square footage lost by the demolition of existing research space within
temporary buildings on site (i.e., 29,000 sf). Therefore, the Salk Institute would be 471,000 sf iri size
upon adoption and implementation of the Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layout.

Potential Impacts: A summary of the environmental impacts of this alternative as compared to the
proposed project is provided in Table P-4, and analysis is provided in Preface to the Final EIR. Due to the
construction of multiple building sections (i.e., the Salk Communicy Center Building) that would wall off

views of the ocean and scenic coastal areas along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive, resulting in inconsistency with

SDMC implementing regulations for projects in the Coastal Overlay Zone and land use policy protecting
visual resources, this alternative would create poteatially significant and unmitigable project impacts to
visual quality/neighborhood character that would not exist for the proposed project. In contrast co the
proposed project, direct impacts to biological resources caused by this alternarive would be greater than in
rerms of acreage and would be considered significant due to the sensitivity of the habitat impacted.
Indirect impaces would be similar to the proposed project. Direct and indirect impacts to biological
resources would, however, be mitigable under chis alternative. Impacts to land use, historical resources,
traffic/circulation, air qualicy, noise, hydrology/water quality, geology and paleontology would be similar
to those anticipated for the proposed project.

Facts in Support of Findings: Although the Alternadve Salk Community Center Building Layout
would be consistent with many of the basic objectives of the proposed project, it would incorporate the
daycare and housing uses that would cause additional impacts to biological resources, worsen construction
noise impacts and eliminate and not enhance the public view corridor across the north mesa to the ocean
and scenic coastal resources nearby, creating new significant and unmitigable project impacts to visual
quality/neighborhood character due to non-compliance with land use policies and SDMC implementing
regulations that would not be expected under the proposed project. Additionally, it would not reduce ot
avoid significant and unmitigable project and cumulative impacts to traffic/circulation at cthe intersections
of the [-5/Genesee Avenue interchange that would occur under the proposed project. Moreover, this
alternative would reduce employment opportunities for highly rrained workers by reducing building area
by 5,000 sf space, rendering it potentially infeasible as discussed in § 15091(a}(3) of the Guidelines.

3. North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative

This alternative would modify the footprint and design of the proposed project and eliminate development
on the south mesa by shifting the proposed daycare facility and temporary housing quarters to a location
atop the proposed underground parking structure on the north mesa. Under the Refined Project Design,
the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative would result in 24,000 sf more building area than
the proposed project. By eliminating development on the south mesa, this alternative would minimize
tocal direct pro;ect impacts on sensitive biological (upland) habitats similar to the proposed project.

No changes in the location of the Salk Community Center Building or the associated parking structure
would occur to accommodate the shifted uses of this alternative, although the addition of a partial fourth
underground parking level and upgrading of cthe parking structure itself o accommodate the strucrural
loads of the proposed buildings would be necessary under this alternative. Additionally, utilities for the

.daycare facility and housing quarters would have to be branched across the underground parking

structure, which would require deeper floor heights and excavations than originally proposed. The Torrey

11
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East Building, north lawn core facility and greenhouses would be constructed in the same locations and as
described for the proposed project. This alternative would allow for the maximum build out of 500,000
sf, and would require City approval of all the same permits as the proposed project. Similar to the
proposed project, the MHPA boundary line adjusement would not extend across the south mesa since it

would remain undeveloped under the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative. The existing-

pavement area on the north mesa would be removed under this alternative, and a portion of it would be
recontoured and revegetated with native species similar to the proposed project.

In addition to design concerns surrounding the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative
_discussed in Section 8.0, Alcernarives, of the EIR (including daycare facility issues related to

safety/security, air quality, noise and reduced square footage of play yard and environmental education
space), development of the daycare facility and housing on the roof-top of the parking structure would
eliminate the park-like landscaped open space envisioned for the view corridor on the north mesa that
would be preserved and enhanced by the proposed project. Furthermore, the alternative housing would
not be separated from the scientific research uses on campus nor integrated with the natural landscape,
the landscape buffer around the units would be substantially smaller than required by the SDMC, and no
accessible pathways or tree buffers would be provided amongst the unirs. Surface parking adjacent to the
proposed housing quarters would also be shifted to the underground parking structure. Similar to the
daycare facility, the units would be exposed to 24-hour parking garage effects and a constant flow of
pedestrian traffic between the Salk Community Center Building and the scientific buildings on campus.,
In conjunction with these potential effects, any future development along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive by
UCSD could result in increased irvaffic, lighting and pedestrian aceivicy in the vicinicy, further degrading
the quality, aesthetics and privacy of the housing quarters and potentially diminishing their appeal to
visiting and new scientists. :

With regard to the objectives of the Refined Project Design, the North Mesa Intensified Development
Alternative would not be coasistent with the scope and general ineent of the planning and architeccural
theme envisioned for the site, would result in inappropriate land use adjacencies on the north mesa, would
eliminate the public view corridor across the north mesa and would not enhance existing tandscape and
structures, :

Potenuiaf Impacts: A summary of the environmental impacts of chis aleernative as compared to che
Project is provided in Table P-4, and analysis is provided in Preface to the Final EIR. The North Mesa
Intensified Development Alternative would create a new significant and unmitigable project impact to
visual quality/neighborhood character and would not avoid any of the significant project impacts
identified in the EIR (including the significant and unmitigable direct and cumulative impact identified
for traffic/circulation), and would not achieve many of the basic project objectives.

The North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative would result in a new and significant unmitigable
project impact to visual quality/neighborhood character related to non-compliance with land use policies
and SDMC implementing regulations protecting views of the ocean and scenic coastal areas from public
roadways for projects in the Coastal Overlay Zone. Although this alternative would have similar direct
project impacts to biological resources (upland habitat) as the proposed project, significant indirect
impacts on the MHPA would still occur due to land use adjacency issues related to lighting and
landscaping, while no increased protection of sensitive upland habitat on the south mesa or vernal pools
~ on the north mesa would occur. Indirect biological impacts would be mitigable under this alternative as
for the proposed project. Impacts in the areas of land use, traffic/circulation (significant and unmitigable),
air quality, hydrology/water quality, and geology would remain the same as or slightly less than
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anticipated with the proposed project. Potentially significant impacts on adjacent residences from
temporary construction noise would be the same as expected for the proposed project, including .
temporary construction noise impacts from implementing Torrey East Building and the greenhouses
would still be expected. Significant impacts to historical resources caused by changes in spatial
relationships would be far greater than under the proposed project, due to the much greater development
intensity on the north and east mesas and the resultant lack of a sufficient buffer berween the original
laboratory buildings (i.e., existing historic architecture) and the new development. Potentially significant
impacts to unknown (buried) historic and prehistoric archaeological resources would be che same as the
proposed project. Significant impacts to-paleontological resources could be worsened due to the increased
excavation into formational macerials caused by che additional parking garage level required by this

alternative, In contrast to the proposed project, the potential would exist for sensitive land uses (i.e.,
daycare facility and housing) to be exposed to indirect or secondary environmental impacts caused by their
proximity to the proposed parking garage and the existing scientific research facilities and public roadway.

Facts in Support of Findings: The North Mesa Intensified Development Alcernative is rejected as
infeasible because it would result in inappropriate land use adjacencies on the norch mesa; would not
produce a project that enhances the existing landscape and structures; and would eliminate the public -
view corridor along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive that is preserved and enhanced by the proposed project.
The amount of view blockage under this alternative would be substantial compared to the proposed
project, and the failure of this alternative to meet the key project objective related to preservartion and
enhancement of views also coneribures to the addition of the new significant and unmitigable impact to
visual quaiity/neighbochood characcer char would not exise for che propused projece. In addicion, chis
ajternarive would require the Insticute to expend subscantially more funds sooner in their development

~ phases than currently anticipated since the underground parking garage would be larger than under the

proposed project and would have to be construcced in association with the daycare facility and housing
quatters. Finally, this alternative would create a new significant and unmitigable project impact
(described above); would not avoid any of the significant project impacts; and would not achieve many of
the basic project objectives, as it would not be compatible with applicable policies of the SDMC Coastal
Overlay Zone regulations, would not implement Kahn's vision for the site and would not preserve and
enhance views of the ocean and scenic coastal resources.

4, Neighborhood Proposed Alternative

Under this alternative, the project applicant would construct the alternative design scheme (site plan)
requested by the residential neighbors to the south of the project site during the EIR scoping process.
Like the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative, this alternative would substantially modify the
arrangement of uses on the north mesa. Jt would eliminate all development on-the south mesa and shift
development to the parking lot on the north mesa away from areas visible to the private residences to the
south; it would also avoid perceived effects on land use compatibility with the neighbors and sensitive
habicac on the soucth mesa. Wich no development constructed on the south mesa, the proposed daycare
facility and temporary housing quarters would be shifted to the western end of the north mesa, and
approximately 40,000 sf of the proposed Salk Community Center Building would be eliminated to make
room for the uses shifted to the north mesa. This alternative would thus reduce the amount of support
ases and increase slightly the amount of scientific research uses developed on site, resulting in
approximately 10,000 sf less building area than the proposed project and 2 maximum build out of
465,000 sf. The norch mesa also would be the site of a two-story environmental garden (atop the
underground parking structure) and promenade {south of the Salk Communicy Center Building) under
this alternative.

¢
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-As compared to the North Mesa Incensified Development Alternative and the proposed project, this
alternative would reduce the height (to two stories rather than three) and overall size of the Salk
Community Center Building and shift it to a higher elevation on the east end of the parking lot. The
Neighborhood Proposed Alternative would also place the (formerly proposed) daycare facilicy and housing
on the west end of the existing north parking lot, at a lower elevation than the proposed Salk Community

- Center Building and spread out over a greater horizontal area than under the proposed project. The
housing quarters, positioned between the parking garage and the single-story daycare facility, would be
reduced in height to single-story struccures under the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative. On the east
mesa of the campus, this alternative would increase the size of the proposed Torrey East Building by
6,000.sf more_than_the_proposed_project, thereby eliminating the transparent central arrium that would

allow a visual connection berween the historic courryard and the public roadway, and locating the
building immediately adjacent to Torrey Pines Road, thus removing the landscape buffer along the
building’s eastern elevation. As with the proposed project, the Torrey East Building would be two-stories
high and sited above the proposed underground parking structure, whlch would accommodate more
spaces than the proposed project east parking structure.

Potential Impacts: The 34,000-sf reduccion in space that would occur under this alternative would not
allow the Institute to reach it proposed 476,000-sf capacity. The resuleant teduction in size of the Salk
Community Center Building would result in fewer employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
thus making it potentially infeasible as described in Guidelines § 15091(a)3). The Neighborhood
Proposed Alternative would create a new significant and unmitigable project impact to visual
quality/neighborhood character that would not exist for the proposed project, through the siting and
massing of multiple buildings that would wall off views of the ocean and scenic coastal areas along Torrey
Pines Scenic Drive, causing an inconsistency with multiple land use policies and Coastal Overlay Zone
implementing regulations in the SDMC pertaining to the protection of visual resources. Direct and
indirect impacts to biological resources on the south mesa would be the same as the proposed project. All
of the existing pavement area in the parking lot would be developed under this alternative and none of the
parking lot area would be revegetated with native species for use as a drainige swale and buffer to the
MHPA and vernal pools (as it would be with the proposed project). As compared to the proposed project,
therefore, this alternative would cause additional direct impacts due to Zone 1 brush management
impacts to vernal pool habitat and a gnarcaccher territory on the north mesa. The amount of habitat
shifted into the MHPA would be similar to that of the proposed project, due to the exclusion of any south
mesa habicat. This alternative also would result in indirect impacts to vernal pools, as it would not
increase the buffer distance between existing development on the north mesa and vernal pools to the
northwest. Indirect impacts to breeding gnatcatchers and raptors would be similar to the proposed
project. '

Direct and cumulative traffic/circulation impacts would be slightly less than the proposed project, but still
significant and unmitigable at the intersections of the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange. Temporary
construction noise impacts would be relocated from nearby residences to the proposed daycare and
housing facilicies, and would be worse under this alternative than che proposed project. Impacts to air
quality, hydrology/water quality, geology and paleontology would be similar to or slightly less than those
anticipated for the proposed project. In contrast, the impact of this alternative on some historic resources
(i.e., spatial associations on the east mesa) would be gréater than that of the proposed project due to the
intensification of development on the north and east mesas. The placement of most of the development
on the north mesa would have a greater impact upon on-site spatial relationships, relative to the proposed

project, due to its inconsistency with the Secretary of the Incerior’s Rehabilication Standard indicating thar

all new construction should be discanced and differéntiated from the exiscing historic resources via
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sufficient observance of a buffer around the existing historic architecture (i.e., the original laboratory
buildings). Potentially significant impacts to historic and unknown (buried) prehistoric archaeological
resources would be slightly less than the proposed project. This alternative would potencially create a land
use conflict since sensitive land uses (i.e., daycare facility and housing) would be exposed to indirect or
secondary environmental impacts caused by their proximity to the parking garage, public roadway and
scientific research facilicies.

Facts in Support of Findings: With regard to the objectives of the proposed project, the Neighborhood
Proposed Alternative would not be consistent with the scope and general intent of the planning and
architecrural theme envisioned for the site, would result in inappropriace land use adjacencies on the north

mesa, would eliminate the public view corridor across the north mesa and would not enhance existing
landscape and structures. This alternative would create a new significant and unmitigable visual quality
impact, would not avoid the significant and unmitigable traffic impacts and would not achieve many of
the basic ‘project objectives (as noted above). Therefore, the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative is

rejected.

5. Reduced Project Alternative

The Reduced Project Alternative would involve scaling back the proposed project to a development level
that would reduce direct project traffic impacts o less than significant levels. The project traffic engineer
was consulted to define the amount of scientific research space that the Institute could-conscruct without
causing a 2.0 second or more delay at the I-3/Genesee Avenue interchange (i.e., intersections and ramps).
Based on City significance thresholds and the Traffic Impact Study Manual, the project traffic engineer
calculated that a maximum generation of approximately 320 ADT would subsrantially reduce peak hour
trips to below significance thresholds for the affected intersections, such thar significant direct traffic
impaces would be avoided. Based on that input, it was decermined that che project applicant would be
restricted to constructing a maximum of 40,000 sf of new scientific research building(s) under the
Reduced Project Alternative, instead of the 215,200 sf contained in the proposed project. Adoption of the
Reduced Project Alternative would, thus, limit the developed space on campus to a total of approximately
300,000 sf (including existing space). This alternative would still allow the Institute to demolish and
reconstruct replacement space for che 29,000 sf of existing temporary buildings. The Reduced Project
Alternative would substantially reduce the parking requirements of the proposed projece (by
approximately 500 spaces), eliminating che need for one of the underground parking garages originally

proposed.

The proposed daycare facility, north lawn core facility, maintenance shops/shared equipment area and
greenhouses could be constructed under the Reduced Project Alternative since those uses would not
generate new off-campus vehicle trips as described in the EIR (see page 5.5-8 of the EIR and Table 2-1 of -
Appendix D, Transportation Analysis). These allowable facilities would be constructed in the same
locations they were originally proposed in. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assurned that the new
scientific research building(s) would be constructed on either the east or north parking lots. The
temporary housing quarters and Salk Community Center Building would not be constructed as part of

this alternative.

Adoption of this alternative would require City of San Diego approval of amendments to existing permits,
a Master Planned Development Permit, a Site Development Permit/Coastal Development Permit and
Vesting Tentative Map. The project applicant would likely propose a MHPA boundary line adjustment,
to compensate for impacts to biological resources caused by the daycare facility, but it would be larger
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than the proposed project and would not involve any removal of MHPA. No building height deviation
would be required for this alternative. '

Potential Impacts: The Reduced Project Alternative would not avoid potentially significant project
. impacts to historical resources, including known historic and unknown (buried) prehistoric archaeological
resources. It would, however, allow the Institute the oprion to avoid disturbing known historic resources
in the east parking lot associated with sparial relationships and historically significant landscaping, if the
scientific research building(s) was to be constructed instead on the location of the existing norch parking
lot. Traffic/circulation levels would be substantially less than the proposed project and significant and

unmitigable direct project impacts.at_che I-5/Genesee freeway interchange would be avoided. Even with

payment of the applicant’s fair-share fees, however, cumulative traffic impacts would remain significant
and unmitigable due to the overall degraded condition of the interchange and the scale of required
improvements, which is beyond the scope of the fair-share contribution and proposed mitigation
requirements of a single project. Impacts to biological resources would be more than the proposed project
because habitat disturbance from the proposed daycare facilicy would occur there. Zone 1 brush
_management on the north mesa would be minimized by the Reduced Project Alternative, since new
construction on the north mesa would be substantially smaller in size and may require less fuel
 modification in native habicat. Potentially significant and mitigable indirect impacts to habitat and species
in the MHPA would be slightly greater to that of the proposed project due to the daycare facility.

Impaces to visual quality/neighborhood character, air quality, noise, hydrology/water quality, geology and -

paleontological resources would be similat to ot less than those anticipated for the proposed project.

Facts in Support of Findings: Although the Reduced Project Alternative would be consistent wich the
planning and architectural theme envisioned for the site, would allow for the removal of temporary
buildings, and would substantially avoid significant direct traffic impacts of the proposed project, it would
not accomplish the basic project objectives of maximizing state of the art scientific research space and
providing centralized facilities for the Institute. Further, it would not enhance or expand environmental
protection of sensitive resources on site as much as the proposed project. Therefore, the Reduced Project
Alternative is rejected.

6. East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative

The East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative would involve constructing similar uses as the
proposed project, but scaled back to eliminate significant impacts to historical resources that would occur
if the proposed Torrey East scientific research (laboratory)/reception building and the underground
parking structure beneath the Torrey East Building are built. Rather than construct the proposed Torrey
East Building and two-level underground parking garage on the site of the existing east parking lot, the
existing surface parking lot and landscaping (and associated historical resources) would be left incace, the
existing utilities near that corner of the site would be preserved in place under this alcernative, and the
sewer and water connections proposed to serve the Torrey East Building would not be constructed. Other
than these identified changes, this alternative would construct the daycare facility and housing that were
eliminated from the proposed project. Adoption of this alternative would eliminate 94,300 sf of scientific
research space from che site.

Adoption of the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative would require City of San Diego approval
of amendments to existing permits, a Master. Planned Development Permit, a Site Development
Permit/Coastal Development Permit and Vesting Tentative Map. The project applicant would also be
required to obrain approval of an MHPA boundary adjustment. Avoidance of impacts to historic
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landscaping and spanal associations would result in this alternative being consistent wn:h the Secretary of
Incerior's Srandards for Rehabilitation of Historic Properties.

Potential Impacts: The East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative would allow the Institute to
avoid disturbing known historical resources (i.e., landscaping and spatial relationships) in the east parking
lot; thus impacts to historical resources would be less than the proposed project. Potentially significant
impacts to known historic and unknown (buried) prehistoric archaeological resources would remain,
however, as such resources could occur on the other portions of the campus slated for development (ie.,
the north and south mesa). The reduction in development under this alternative would only occur in the
developed portion. of che campus; as such, impaces to biological resources would be greater than the

proposed project because more habitat would be impacted on the south mesa than under the proposed
project. The potential for tmpacts to raptors would be lower under this alternative, however, due to the
removal of fewer trees than under the proposed project. Potentially significant indirect impacts to habitat
and species in the MHPA would be slightly greater than that of the proposed project due to conscruction
on the south mesa. Impacts to archaeological resources, air quality, noise, hydrology/water quality,
geology and paleontological resources would be similar to or less than those anticipated for the proposed
project.

This alternative would generate less ADT than che proposed project, with a concurrent reduction in peak
hour trips. This trip reduction would reduce impacts to the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchanges
(intersections and ramps) during Build out conditioné but direct projecr and cumulacive impacts would
than 2.0 seconds, the City's s:gmﬁcance threshold for intersections. The demand for on-site parkmg.'
would also be reduced by this alternative due to the eliminacion of the Torrey East Building. A portion of
the remaining parking demand would be accommodated on site through construction of an underground
parking garage adjacent to the proposed Salk Community Center Building. However, the second
proposed parking garage, a 480-space, two-level underground garage planned for the location beneath the
existing east parking lot, would be eliminated under this alternative. While the existing surface east
parking lot would remain in use on site, without the addition of the 480-space Torrey East Building
parking garage, the surface lot and proposed northern parking garage would not satisfy che parking
requirements for this alternacive and a new significant impact to parking supply would occur that would
not be expected for the proposed project. Impacts to beach or campus parking could arise due to the
parking shorcfall for this alternative, as the Institute would need to use street parking to compensace for
the shortfall.

Facts in Support of Findings: The East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative would be consistent
with the scope, planning and architectural theme envisioned for the site but would not accomplish the
basic objectives of the proposed project including developing new scientific research space, providing
centralized facilities for the Instirute, providing centralized facilities, sacisfying the parking needs of the
site, and allowing for the removal of all temporary buildings on the property. Eliminating the scientific
research space inside the proposed Torrey East Building would substantially reduce che Institute’s ability
to attract talented researchers and research funding. Finally, due to the fact that scientific research space
and parking associated with the Torrey East Building would not be constructed under che East Parking
Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative, this alternative would not allow the campus to fully realize ics
expansion goals and it would not provide sufficient parking to service the remaining planned developmenr
on campus. Therefore, the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative is rejected.
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7. Alternartive Considered but Rejected by the EIR: Alternative Location

In accordance with Guidelines §15126.6(a), off-site alternatives were considered. Off-site alternatives
should be considered only if development of another site is feasible and would reduce or avoid the
significant impacts of the proposed project, as stated in §15126.6(f)(2). Factors that need to be considered
when addressing the feasibility of an off-site alternative include the ability of the location to meet the basic
objectives of the project; the size of the site; its location; jurisdictional boundaries; ownership of the site;
consistency with the General Plan (or other applicable planning document), including land use
designation; and availability of infrastructure. Development of laboratory space, support uses and
-additional_parking facilities at an off-site location that is approximately 11 acres in size would not be a

reasonable alternative to the proposed project because it would not achieve most of the basic project
objectives, many of which require new facilities to be located on site. Specifically, an alternative location
would noc allow the new facilities to be immediately accessible from the existing buildings, thus
preventing opportunities for scientific collaboration and causing decreased efficiency for Instituce
researchers, and would not satisfy the space needs of the existing faciliry.

_ An alternative location would require the Institute (a-non-profit organization) to acquire new land or lease
more off-campus space at current market rates—space which would not likely be located in the vicinity of
the existing Salk and UCSD campuses due to real estate values in the area. The non-profit Instituce does
not own any other land in the project area and would not have the capital to purchase property elsewhere
at current marker rates. Although vacancy rates for research space in the area are currently somewhat
higher than in the recent past, this situation is unlikely to continue in che long-term given the desirabilicy
of the area by research entities (e.g., proximity to UCSD researchers). In addition, che collaborative
nature of the Institute’s work is enhanced by its proximity to UCSD, and the work of Institute researchers
would be compromised and less efficient if they were located at several different locations.

The University Community Plan designates several properties in che project area for scientific research use,
although all parcels of sufficient size to accommodate the Institute's proposed uses have already been
developed by other entities. In addition, any sites that may be available in the vicinity of the original
laboratory building would present similar challenges and environmencal constraints, and would not prove
environmentally superior. For these reasons, an Alternative Location is rejected as infeasible in the Final
EIR.

VII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS (PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE
§21081(b) AND GUIDELINES § 15093)

Public Resources Code §21081(b) and Guidelines § 15093 prohibit approval of a project with significant,
unmitigable adverse impacts resulting from infeasible mitigation measures or alternatives unless the
agency finds that specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project
ourweigh the significant effects on the environment. The Salk Institute Master Plan project could have
significant, unmitigable, adverse impacts to the freeway intersection at I-5/Genesee Avenue, as described
above. However, the City Council finds that those impacts are outweighed by the following specific
overriding economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project. '

The City Council, having considered all of the foregoing, finds that the following specific overriding
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the aforesaid significant,
unmitigable traffic effects on the environment.” The City Council expressly finds that the following
benefits would be sufficient to reach this conclusion:
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Expansion of the world-renowned Salk Institute for Biological Studies in
accordance with the Master Plan will provide significant “employment
opportunijties for highly-trained workers” as contemplated by § 1509 1(2)(3) of
the State CEQA Guidelines. The project will create approximately 165 new
long-term employment positions for the local job market, in addition to the
approximartely 870 existing research staff and 230 administrative personnel that
already are employed by the Salk Institute. The new employment opportunities
would be available for highly trained scientists and other research staff, some of
whom could join the ranks of the five Salk Institute-trained Nobel Prize winners, -
or the four Nobel Laureates currently in residence as Salk faculcy, as well as for

administrative and support staff.

The project will help the Salk Institute continue to atcract high-caliber faculty
and staff, chus retaining its position as one of the four major biological academic
institutions in San Diego, alongside UCSD, Scripps Research Institute and
Burnham Institute. (The project is especially critical in the wake of decisions by
some of these three premier life science insticutions to move their expansions from
the Torrey Pines Mesa to other regions outside the City of San Diego, due to the
City's limited supply of economically available land.)

Expansion of the world-renowned Salk Institute for Biological Studies in

ﬂCCC;daﬂCf with the }‘I?LS{'EI' Plan wrill alen I'\p]h San ntpgn majinrain irs pnqlggn as

the third largest life-science hub in the world, behind only Boston and the San
Francisco Bay area, and to enhance its place in the world’s life science communicy
in general. )

The project will contribute to and enhance the Salk Institute’s economic irnpact
on San Diego’s regional economy, an impact that currently comprises over $300

" million in direct, indirect and induced annual output, according to the San Diego

Association of Governments ("SANDAG"). SANDAG studies conducted in
2005 showed che Salk Institute to generate approximately $200 million in
economic ourpur {including $112 million of direct economic output from Salk’s
operations and an additional $85 million of direct and induced economic output
in the region), with an additional $110 million in other regional economic
impacts from tax revenue generated, wages and salaries created at Salk and
elsewhere, and capital expenditures. Such strong economic oucrput, which is
expected to grow significantly in connection with the expansion of the existing
facility, renders the Salk Institure and its $100 million-plus annual operating
budget an increasingly strong catalyst for San Diego’s thriving life science and
biotechnology industry.

The project will enable a2 growing number of Salk researchers to continue in Jonas
Salk’s footsteps by expanding their aggressive quests to treat and cure a range of
debilitating diseases and human conditions. For instance, the Instirute’s Cancer
Center 15 one of only eight National Cancer Institute-designated basic research
centers in the United States, and it comprises approximately half of the research
at the Salks Institute. Work done in the other Salk laboratories includes
investigations into possible therapies and treatments for autism, Alzheimer’s and
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aging, bicth defects, diabetes, gene therapy, HIV/AIDS, plant biology, vision,
and Williams Syndrome. Al of this work will be significantly advanced by the
proposed project, to the substantial benefit of the San Diego region and of
humankind in general.

Recently, a $2.3 million-share of a grant for stem cell research facilities was
awarded to the Salk Insticute. This significant grant award will support the
development of shared laborarory space (ie., the propoéed norch lawn core
facility), as well as provide funding for equipment and operating expenses. As
there is currently a very limited amount of space Jeft within the existing scientific

research buildings on the campus, however, the Institute will not be able ro apply
for further grants to construct new stem cell (or ocher research) facilities if the
project is not approved.

The project will allow che Instituce to continue and expand its community
outreach programns that fulfil Jonas Salk’s vision of providing opportunities for
local middle school, high school and college students to experience life in a
scientific laboratory, and explore the .possibility of a career in science. These
programs include the Instituce's joint graduate program wich UCSD, Salk Mabile
Science Laboratory, High School Science Day and the 8-week Summer Program.
These programs also provide teachers the opportunity to bring back research
projects to their classrooms for even broader student exposure.

The project will benefit the Jocal biological and coastal communities by
enhancing the vernal pools on site through the removal of exotic vegetation,
installation of a vegetared swale to treat runoff entering the pools, more than
doubling the size of the current buffer becween development on the Salk campus
and the nearest vernal pool, adding interpretive signage adjacenc to the vernal
pool and monitoring the vernal pools under a Habitat Management Plan (HMP).
An addition of approximately 1.3 acres to the City's MHPA will occur as a result
of the project, resulting in a ner increase in protected acreage within the sensitive
coasta] habitats on site. The project’s Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan (EVRP)
will be implemented to eradicate four aggressive, highly invasive species
occurring on site thar currently encroach into the existing MHPA. The HMP
prepared for the project includes an endowment for long-term maintenance and
will pick up where the EVRP leaves off to ensure invasive species and trash are
permanently kept out of the MHPA on sice. The project will improve the quality
of water leaving the site through the elimination of most of its extsting surface
parking areas, treatment and fileration of all ranoff prior to its exiting the site (no
such fileration currently exists), and maintain the existing storm water flows even
at post-development through new infiltration opportunities and additional energy
dissipating devices.

The project’s site design incorporates outdoor spaces and allows users to rake in
views of hatural coastal scenery and architecrural mastery of the historic
laboratory building. The project will encourage the continued use of the Salk
campus as an educational resource and confirm its role as a source of public pride,
renowned architectural landmark, and inspiring work and study environment.
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The proximity of the campus to UCSD with which it shares facilities and has joint
research programs, combined with opportunities for collaboration with the
nearby Scripps and Burnham institutes and other links to the San Diego
biotechnology community, are already significant draw factors for prospective
scientific faculty. The project will provide the Institute a needed competitive
edge in its ongoing drive to attract and retain the world’s most sought-after life
scientists. ' '

The Salk Institute will continue to implement a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan, which provides_shuttle service for employees berween
its facility and regional transit centers, frée bikes between the Salk and UCSD

" campuses, subsidized public transportation and information on public transit

options in and around the project site. The project will contribute approximately
$2 million (based on fiscal year 2007 Facilities Benefit Assessment {FBA] rates
which will escalate over the build out of the project) to the Univérsity
Community’s FBA over the build out of the Master Plan to fund regional and
local cransportation improvements and other communicy amenicies.

The project design respects the historical integricy and sensitivity of the existing
architecture and site layout, not only through the physical preservation of the
existing original laboratory buildings and construction of new facilities that are
compatible with and sensitive to the design of che original buiidings, but also
through the implementation of an overall development plan that is generally in
accordance with the tri-partite design scheme developed as architect Louis Kahn's
vision for the Insticute property in the early 1960s.

The project will promote the City’s efforts to encourage sustainable development
and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by implementing sustainability goals related
to habitat, warter quality and light/energy usage. The sustainabilicy measures
incorporated into the design include incorporation of outdoor garden terraces and
green roofs to minimize impervious surfaces on site; the use of non-invasive plants
and seed mixes in the project landscaping and preservation of some existing
vegetation to reduce irrigation needs, erosion potential and pesticide usage on
site; the use of numerous light wells to deliver naturai lighe to lower levels of
struccures; the integration of operable windows into buildings to provide natural
light and ventilation to interior spaces and the use of insulated glass to reduce
heating of interior spaces. In addition, all outdoor lighting will comply with
California’s Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards and a reduction in outdoor light
pollution would occur through the removal of existing overhead light standards
and shielding of new lighting from the sky and adjacent MHPA.

The project design and components will be in conformance wich the applicable
goals and policies of the City’s Progress Guide and General Plan, University
Community Plan and the North Cry Local Coastal Program/ Land Use Plan, and will
comply with the development intensity planned for the project site in'the
University Community Plan. The project also will be consistent with other
applicable land use plans, including the MSCP, and SDMC zoning and
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regulations pertaining to Environmentally Sensitive Lands (“ESL") and protection
of visual resources within the Coastal Overlay Zone.

17.  With an estimated total construction cost of $250 - $275 million (in year 2008
dollars), the project—as it builds out—will benefit the local economy and
individuals employed in construction and reldted industries, through the
provision of increased employment opportunities in the Cicy.

18. The project will pay the mandatory school impact fees to the Jocal school district
(i.e., San Diego Unified School District), although it would not directly generate
scudents. The project will, however, indirectly generate students through the
creation of new permanent employment positions at the Institute, which could
result in a2 minimal number of school age children of new employees being
brought into the school district.

19. The project will increase the tax base in the City through the provision of
approximately 165 new permanentemployment opportunities for highly trained
workers, administrative and support scaff ar cthe Salk Instituce.

VIII. CONCLUSION

roposed Sallr Ingrirnte Masrer Plan

e oo mmooa of San Diceo concludes thar che

For the LUlcgUuls Lca.auua, the Cuy O Safl LAACES Conquuads tnat iad p
project will result in numerous public benefits beyond those required to mitigate project impacts, each of

" which individually is sufficient to outweigh the unavoidable environmental impacts of the proposed
project. Therefore, the City of San Diego has adopted chis Statément of Overriding Considerations.

IX. ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

Various documencs and other materials constitute che record of proceedings upon which the Cicy bases its
Findings and decisions conrained herein. Most documents related to the EIR are located in the Cicy of San
Diego Development Services Center, 1222 First Avenue, Fifch Floor, San Diego, CA 92101-4154. The
custodian for the record of the proceedings s the City Development Services Center.
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quallty/ne:ghborhood character, biological - resources, historic . resources,
trafﬁc/clrculatlon, air- quallty, noise, hydrology/water quality, ﬂeology and
paleontology.

: RE -. . . .
P D gk A ._’- .



The proposed- pro_lect is a Process 5 City Councﬂ decision to pem:ut constructron of new -
scientific research facilities and accessory uses on'the existing Salk, Insurute campus The =~
: ‘.pI'Q]eCt site 1s desrgnated for Scientific Research ‘use in the Un1ver51ty Comrnunlty Plan
. and Industrtal use m the North Crty Local Coastal Program and Land Use Plan

. The Salk Insutute was onomally constructed in the Clt}’ of San Dleoo in the early“t
e m1d-19605 -opened in 1965; and has undergone prevrous expansrons in - 1991 and 1995.
Currently, approxrmately 18.4 acres of the project site are deveioped with approxrmately
289,800 'square feet ($f) of scientific research ‘and support facilities. Since the’ Salk .

% “Insurute was, founded, there have been changes in the scientific research field, 1ncludmg

'.‘- a.,,the introduction’-of new technologies, the shrftmu demographlcs of- the scientists -
. themselves toward a younoer and more gender-nnxed populauon and 1ncreases in the ,
number ofm_employees and support staff The proposed pro_;ect addresses the current
chang'mg demographrcs and needs of the Instltute sc1enusts and employees, and prov1des S
- for the accommodatlonfof new and emeromo research technolocles i -

R mﬁthe Preface to thrs Fmal ElR the apphcant has dec1ded to elunmate the’ employee .
S daycare facrhty and temporary housmg qua.rters from the proposed Sa]k Insurute Master -

g components remam for« 1nformatrona1 purposes smce ‘their removal from the pro;ect has
httle beanng on sromﬁcance conclusmns reached 'n the EIR The ex epuon is broloalcal

iy facdmes .and an aud1tonum to serve the Salk Institute* commurnty, constru’ctmn'of an
i underground core facdlty, .eqmpment shops and mechanlcal room 10, house research space,
and-—shared eqmp ent- space, and developmen 20 hree new research greenhouses 0.

through the constructlon of two new- underground parkmg garages near the locauons of
ex1st1ucr on: sue surface ots. - LT Co e e

currently developed and would be redeveloped by the proposed pro_]ect The proposed
& project would réquire approx1mately 20,000 ¢ubic yards (cy) of cut, _,300 cy of fillzand -
_00 000 cubic: yards of excavation for a.total Lexport. ©of- 217,700, -cy; Slopes would:be.

- constructed ata oradlent of 2: 1 resultmg in: a maxnnum manufactured slope hewht'o'f
elght feet ' I .

XS]
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The evaluation of environmental issue areas in this EIR concludes that the proposed
project would result in significant and unmitigable direct and cumulative impacts to

* - traffic/circulation-and 51gn1ﬁcant ‘but mitigable. direct and indirect-impacts to blologlcal
resources, historic resources, nmse and paleontologlcal resources. :

I
i
"-!""'f ,.7*- ot ’.-.i' | :"-_ l FORST SA MEEL

;o T mt L b e wv. ! ) 7 R
SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS B P
R e b T D e e 1Y A -; R R S R

Traff’ cICu'culatlon (Dlrect and Cumulatlve) ' il

The proposed prOJect would result in 51gn1ﬁcant and unmitigable direct and cumulative

- traffic/circulation 1mpacts for causing unacceptable e delay at the intersection of, Genesee
- Avenue/Interstate. 5. mterchange, .which is projécted to operate.at levels of service, (LOS)
 Eand F without"the proposed prOJect during the Buildout Condition (Year 2030)*: The
increased delay would exacerbate an already unacceptable condmon predlcted at that
locatlon

3 T , e . _q_' Jave Lo -
st o8 Foo SAF el Yy \ﬁ u\ D=d 1] “ ’3"‘ A

'RECOMMENDED MITIGATION FOR SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED
[MPACTS

Traffic/Cnrculatlon

. : s o Lot s g2l ol L .u_...\e r.s,.u.‘._eex_;
Intersectlon merovements are pIanned for the Genesee Avenue/I-S* interchange to

. n:nprove LOSfand decrease- delays during’ Bu11dout (Year 2030).- Payment of fair-share
fees - by the. prOJect apphcant (totahng $353,000 at pro_]ect bulldout) would contnbute
fundlng** toward: “those:- lmprovements “The- pro_lect apphcant g part1c1pauon iné a
Transportauon Demand Management (TDM), program would further lessen the' project’s
- impact? The mterchanue rmprovements are' not ‘assured in terms of- timing and: fundmg,
however, even. when planned improvements: are constructed dtrect and cumulanve

unpacts would remam 51gn1ﬁcant and unnnucated

,‘,. .{5‘=..;

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORT[NG PROGRAM ;
INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT (See attached Final EIR for a detmled
descnptlon of mitigation measures that have been mcorporated nto the proJect)

B '\4-'

Blologgcal Resources ‘ : R i
The proposed pro_]ect would result in 1mpacts to 0 08 acre, of sensmve upland hab1tats
which include maritime succulent scrub and Diegan coastal sage scrub .Based.on the
City’s significance guidelines, thesé. direct impacts to native habltat are not consxdered, _
31gn1ﬁcant because they total less than 0 I acre. No mitigation is requu*ed E

Potentml duect unpacts to nesting raptors would be mmcrated by, restricting euca]yprus
., tree removal to outside the breedmGr season and conducnng a pre -construction survey for
OCCLIplCd nests pnor to construchon SRR ; o :
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Potential 1nd1rect rmpacts to sensitive spemes (coastal California- gnatcatcher) would be

: .mmgated by prohibiting construction within 500 feet of the MHPA'. .during the breedmo

season’ (March 1 .through Aucrust 15).- Coustructlon durmcr the: breechncr séason would -
requu:e fencmg of restricted areas.by.a blologrst pre—construcuou surveys and an ana1y31s §

. of noise which demonstrates that construcuon activities, would not exceed 60 dB(A) i

hourly average at the edge of occupled habltat N01se barners may be employed by the L

Poteu’ual mdrrect u:npacts from the ml:roductlon of 1 mvaswe specws would be mmgated

-n? .

- by rev1ewmg final landscape plans for project features.proposed ad;acent to the MHPA. -
-"-""Acc1dental ml:rusrous mto seusmve habltat dunncr g-radmg/land development*would be_-:_k .

"f="‘7fportlon of the’ 31te is on the San’ Dleoo HlS[OI"lC Resources Reglster >ons'frucuon" of’ the" -

: -proposed pl‘OjGCt ‘would not-comply ‘with two'of the mue Secretary .of . the’ Interior’s:
Rehabilitatiori Standards and Guldelmes_g_ and > Cultural’ Landscape“‘ Rehabrhtauon'_-'.u
{:;-Guldelmes due 15 the. removal of hrstonc"landscape featires: “and?impacts™io’spatial
'-relauonshlpS' of the histotic’ resources Mmganon‘ measures' v '

i 1nclud1ng removaly'and”
: replanung of the hlstonc trees and restoratlon -ofrthe’ tustonc ]andscape consistent with the
1965 Landscape Plan.and integration of a. transparent atrium into the final de51gn for the -~
Torrey East Bulldmg, would reduce potentla.l impacts. to known historic resources-to’ a.

The records search and- ﬁeld reconnalssance surveys 1dermﬁed uo other mgmﬁcant"

- historical or pre- -historic resources within. the: pro_|ect area. However, ‘because there__ is the

~ Noise

poss:brllty for unknown buried historic” resources and pre- hlstonc"_ AT}
resources; there is a potential for mgmﬁcant impacts. Mitigation measures mcludmg
"farchaeologrcal monitoring during ' construction would reduce poteuual 1mpacts to,
-sttoncal resources to..alevel below srgmﬁcant P TS P O S SO B

k-.‘Impacts from, equipment noise could- occur- during- project construcoon due to the

e e e &

- "'"prox1m1ty of proposed development to the southern’ property boundary ‘where off—sne'

residences occur. The impacts would be direct and shiort-term, as-noise would only occur
during project construction. Mitigation measures, including preparauon of a construcuon
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noise control’ plan and/or the use of’ temporary barners, would reduce potentral norse
dmpact.s to a level below srvmﬁcant L '

zf\

Paleontological Resources BERRT RPN

-f"Impacts o fossrls could occur dunno earthwork act:wrues Such as’ excavatron “for

foundatlons and’ underground parkmg garages:" The 1mpacts would be d1rect and short-
term as potennal for: damage to paleontoloolcal resources would only occur during -
pro;ect constriction. Mitigation measures, including the requtrement for. paleontolocrcal

monltormo dunncrr const:rucnon would'reduce potentlal' '_tmpacts to pa]eontoloctcal

' “After analy51s 1mpacts in the followmo issue areas were found to be not'31trn1ﬁcant under '

CEQA‘ for the proposed pl‘O_]ECt brologtcal resources (dlrect habttat removal), land -,

use, vrsual quahty/netghborhood character, air quallty, hydrology/water quallty and '

abore the apphcant has chosen to modrfy the pr posed pI‘O_]BCt to ehrmnate the daycare-
facrlrty and houstncr quarters whrch were both consxdered ancﬂlary uses _to the overall :

u EIR Pro_]ect) are snll appropnate under CEQAr desptte changes to the proposed pro_;ect :

2 (1 ‘-_Refined Pro;ect Deswn) because they represent the ranoe and conﬁvurauon of uses

& Deswn (1 e no development on the south mesa) - A comparauVe analysrs o", these:,,‘_
“*alternatives with the’ Reﬁned Pro;ect Deswn 1s provrded m the Preface to ‘the Flnal E[R
- and sumrnarrzed herem T R T A P '

No'Pro"iect Altert’tative}

_The No PI‘Q]CCt Alternative assurnés that the Salk Insntute Master Plan would not be-
"adopted, :thé-existing permits ‘would not.be “amended, no ‘expansion of the: scientific
.research space -would. be- implemented,.no-new. parkrng facilities would be butlt and ‘no_
-fsupp it facilities; such’ asdining facilitiés; ‘administrative support ‘uses} termporary-
. residential quarters and a daycare facrhty, would be developed on site.”Thé No Project
\‘Altemanve would avord swntﬁcant— prOJect—related rmpacts to blOIOO'lCElI Tesources,
" historical™ resources transportattonlcuculauon“-norse’ (constructlon related) and
'paleontologlcal resources. Although the No Pro_]ect Alternative would elumnate diréct
impacts to: traffic/circulation; extsnng traffic " generated by the’. Salk “Institute? would
contribute to™cumulative impacts at the’ Genesee’ Avenue/I—S ‘interchange at ‘Buildout
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. (Year 12030). The No PrOJect Altemattve would not achteve any of the basrc pI'O_]BCt .
: ObJECUVES ‘ : * .7“. T ﬁ. N t ; ’

RET r{I’he Alternatwe Salk Communlty Center Bulldtng Layout would nnplernent the. Salk

R Comrnumty Center Bulldtno in four separate sections,: with two _pairs of two rnternally

: connected . blllldanS constructed n.a northwest- o southeast—onentedtrow atop an_

% inderground parking garage covering most. of ‘the" niorth. mesa and- parallehng Torrey

;- Pines Scen}c Drive. ;' The Alternatwe Salk Commumty Center Butldmg Layout, would

L o also feature a smaller Torrey East Butldtng that would be constructed as; two 1wmgs,,.,‘,. _

B separated by an internal courtyard Open on'the east and’ west elevattons a shchtly Jarger

2 . and more easterly located daycare facility; and a shghtly more easterly located housmcr g
quarters wrth a north south onentatton rather than the proposed east-west ortentatlon'i.

Dtrect 1rnpacts to blolootcal resources would be shcrhtly less than the proposed prOJectf'
‘out an srgmﬁcant and rmttgable 1nd1rect IbIOIOUICEﬂ resources unpacts would occur at

quahty, geology ‘and paleon Iogtcal resources would.be sumlar (0 those anuetpated forf:';
) "the proposed pro;ect Although the Alternatlve Salk Com.mumty Center Butldmg Layout_-' .
!\t(ould be consrstent twrth most of. the basw objecnves of the proposed it would create ag-j'- ‘

Sumlar concIusrons are S

ekl T LleiTi

4] hed when cotnpartng thts alternattve wrth the Reﬁned Pro_]ect Desrgﬁ, except. that t}ns
altematrve w0u1d cause greater tmpacts to btologlcal resources than the Reﬁned Pro_lect '

Under the North Mesa Intcnsrﬁed Development Alternatwe, the pI'O_]BCt apphcant would
s ;,‘modtfy-;the proposedwpro.]ect _desrvn -andy ehrmnatewdevelopment on. the south’ ,mesa by - e
' shtftmaf‘the daycare’ fac111ty ”and temporary housrno ‘quarters 0 a locatron atop “the
wunderground parkrmI ‘structure, on’ the north: i mesa % The south ‘mesd: would rémain .
o ;.%pfndeveloped under this alternative and the: MI—IPA boundary hne ad_]uStIIlth would ‘be_...

i
: ‘much smaller%ln size “and would only mvolve land on the north mesa In addltton 1o the
safety/secnnty/aesthencs concerns assocrated 1W1th movmg the daycare facrhty and

hke landscaped open space env151oned for the v1ew corndor on the north mesa ThlS -
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-parnte deswn scheme env151oned for the property by‘ LOI.IIS Kahn and would result m-_ E

ne W and s1gn1ﬁcant unmmcrable pmject 1mpacts to v1sua1 quahty/ne1ghborhood character‘

" The Neighborhood Proposed Alternative would cfgate_ a new 51gn1ﬁcéim and unmiti gablé' '
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pro;ect impact. 10. v1sual quahtylnerohborhood character that would not exist, for the'- :

proposed prOJect Dtrect impacts to blO]O"-"lC&l resources would beless than the. proposed"" B )
- prOJect but still 51°mﬁcant Indrrect 1rnpacts due- to human mtrusron and to;_c_ms would be_' R

: 1nterchange Constriction, norse unpacts on nearby resrdences would be reduced by thls'

. ziworse’ than the. proposed project indirect e_ffects 1o breeding. gnatcatcher_sr and” Tdptors..: g
© would be srn:ular Trafﬁc/c1rculanon 1mpacts* 'uld be less .than the proposed proje_ct, but_'.-}_,,_- A

“-alternative but shifted to the north mesa where thé daycare facility-and housing quarters U

would be -constructed?, ~Impacts to air quahty,,thydrolocry/water quahty, geology” “and
paleontolo,c;,r}r would be sum]ar to or shUhtly less than those:anticipated for.the proposed

prOJect* »Impacts to histori¢ résources would be greater than those of the proposed project- el

occur smce sensmve land uses would be exposed to 1nd1rect or secondary tmpacts cause

pro_]ect"' would not. ehmmate any of the s1gmﬁcan arld unmrttgable nnpacts':ldennﬁed for "
the proposed pro;ect and would create new swmﬁi‘cant and_unmmoable unpacts to vrsual

" c_lue 10, the. rntensrﬁcanon of development on the’ north mesa; Impacts to htstorrc and " .
C ;t.unlmown prehtstonc archaeologlcal resources w1th the potennal to exist onl site! would be‘_* R
3 shghtly less than for the proposed prOJect The potentral for a Iand use conflict tWOl.lld““" IR

development level that would reduce dJrect proJect trafﬁc 1mpacts 10 less than srgntﬁcant-it-. o

levels

The Reduced Project. Altemanve would restrict: the pro_]ect~z apphcan e

construcnng up to 40,000 additional sf of new sc1enuﬁc research burldmg(s), resultrng in "

LA approxnnately 200, 000 sf less new: space on s1te t_han the proposed pro_]ect The Torrey'

quarters« and Salk Commumty Center would’ etehmmated by thrs alternatwe‘. g
proposed daycare= facdrty, ‘north- lawn core- facrhry, equrpment shops ‘and mechamcal_.
- “zr00m.and: greenhouses. ‘could-be -constructed " as’ proposed sincézthose: “ises.would not

o

enerate “-new:. off—campus trips. .. The: Reduced PTO_}CC[;A]IEI‘D&UV& would‘ generate’

o Japproxrmately 320" average daily-trips; (ADT) ‘which: would reducg - peak hour tnps 0,

p below s1gn1ﬁcance thresholds for the aff "ntersectton thus avo'dmg direct
5 Adoption of the Reduced Project Alternative would réstrict the’ camipiss to“appro
i .:00 000;sf . total (1ncludmg existing. space) Tlns alternative: would. allow the Instttute 10
demolrsh and construct replacement space ‘for: the 29, 000° sf of exlsuno temporary ‘
bu1ld1ngs Tlns alternauve would substantrally reduce the ‘parking réquirerments’of .the
proposed pro;ect and woulcl result in the ehmmatron of oné -of the underground‘parkr 'g

‘:”r'il' aoes
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' The Reduced Pro_| ect Altematrve would not avoid srgmﬁcant pro_]ect rmpacts to hrstoncal

resources, ‘including knowh" and unk:nown resources on site; It would allow the Insntute .o
- the, option. 10 -avoid" drsturbmm known hlStOI‘lcal’ TESOUTCes, m» the east parkmg 1ot,: g

assocmted with hrstoncally srmlﬁcant landscapmg and spanal assocratnons Srgmﬁcant.‘ .

and unmmgable direct traffic 1mpacts at the mtersectrons of the I-S/Genesee Avenue ‘
. mterchange -would-be  avoided;: cumulat.we traffic’ 1mpacts would - still-occur “dufing -
s Bu11doutf (Year 2030). D1rect nnpacts to. biological TESOUrces would be-less; however'
. indirect impacts: to habitat and species in- the. MI-IPA would remain potenually srgmﬁcant
Impacts to land use, air quallty, noise, hydrology/water quallty, geology and paleontolo 'y

" The East Parkmg Lot I.mpact Avordance Altemaufz :

"'housma Sumlar conclusmns arg’ reached when companng thlS alternatlve w1th»the:”- -

East Parkme Lnt Imnact Avmdan ‘ ter:

..., would be-similar to or,less than those anumpated for the proposed project:The Reduced
fPro_lect Altematlve would be consistent with the: scope planhing and archltectural theme
envisioned: for the’ srte and would substanua]ly avoid significant "and unmmgable direct -
trafﬁc impacts: of r.he proposed .project;: but, would not accomphsh the basrc {pro_]ect-’
| -Ob_]BCtIVCS of allowmg the. campus 0 reach 1ts 500 000 sf capaelty, 1mplemenr1ncr the tn-

Refined PI'O_]CCII Desrgn, except that; thlS alternauve would cause greater 1mpacts 10
'bloIogrcaJ resources than the Reﬁned Pro;ect Desrgn ' Lo

N

proposed projéct to a; development Tevel that. would reduce pro_lect 1mpacts to hlstoncal_". '

resources Thé exrstrng east parkma lot. wouId not be developed and § 51011.1
to east.mesa h.tstonc landscapmg and spat:al assocratrons would De’ avorde

.ﬁParkmg ‘Lot Impact ‘Avoidance. Alternative - would elrm.mate the proposed Torrey ‘East
' Buddmc ‘and 115 associated underground parkmg structure leave the exrsnng surface east

-parkmv lot (and hlstoncally significant landscapmg) and utl]mes in the southeast corner T

.. of the sne in tact; and eliminate the sewer. and water connectrons proposed to serve the

Torrey East Blllldlﬂ“ undef’ the proposed project. AJl other elements of thé proposed:

project would remain the same “under thi§* alternanve The East Parkmg Lot Avmdance

' Alternatwe would generate less- ADT. than the proposed. project, “with a related reducuon

in peak hour trips: Adoption of the East Parkmﬂ ‘Lot Impact "Avoidance Alternatwe

-would limit the Insntute to 144, 800 new sf of space, for a total of 405,600 sf (rncIud.mg

260,800 sf of existifig space), but would allow the Institute (o' demolish and construct .

_replacement space for the 29, 000 sf of temporary buddmgs

. The East Parkmo Lot. Impact Avordance AltemaUVe would. avoid srgmﬁcant pI'OJBCt

' __Trafﬁclcu'culatlon levels would be less than under the proposed project; however,
" significant and unmitigable’ direct and ‘cumulative tmpacts at the intersections of the I-

impacts to known historical resources. Srcrnlﬁcant impacts to known historic-era and

:"The East‘ o

unknown prChIS[OHC archaeolocrlcal resources would still occur under this’ alternative. -

‘5/Genesee Avenue interchangé would still occur.” This alternative would reduce the

. amount of parlqno needed on campus but would not meet the parkmcr requirements of the
pro_]ect because of the removal of the underground parkmo structure on the east parking


http://wpuld.be
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lot Thls parkmg shortfall would be anew 31gmﬁcant unpact D1rect mlpacts to b101001ca1 -
<" résources and’ potennally 31gn1ﬁcant indirect, rmpacts to habltat and spec1es in "th N
would be the same.*

AY

\‘ PR

gy h The East Parkmg Lot Impact Avouiance Alternatwe would be con51stent wrth'the scope;” r .f' L
B R planmng and arcthectural theme env151oned for the 51te and would substanually av01d

S capac1ty prov1d1ng addmonal centralized: research facu1t1es1 for the Iusnmterand S
T .: satrsfymg the parking needs of the entire facility. on site. - The’ amount of- new sc1ent1ﬁc~
s litresearch space allowed by the East Parkmg Lot lmpact Avmdance Altemanve would be
AR s msufﬁment for the Institute’s’ expansmn goals,’ ‘would not prov1de adequate ‘'space’ to
% . “ihouse the support ‘needs of . the "campus, and ‘would substantially reduce the Institute’s.
i -!v' abrhty to_attract researchers and research funding dué’ to the ehmmauon of. the_sc1ent1ﬁc
resea.rch space 1n51de the proposed Torrey East Buﬂdm Su:tular conclu' 100S: : are

10
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The followmo mdrwduals oruamzatlons and aoenmes recerved a copy or not ce of the

draft EIR and were mvned to comment on its accuracy and sufﬁcwncy S :
_U S. Government .
Department of Transportatlon (7) '
- U.S. Naval Facilities Engineering Command (17)
", 'MCAS Miramar Air Station (13) -{&#7} St b
Department of the Interior, Fish and erdhfe Servu:e (73 B
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R R T e DTnE T el aE SONLS
StateofCa11f0m1a B ';
o Deparrment of Transportatlon (Caltrans) DlStI’lCt 11 (.31) :
: '“:!*::r
S California Environmental Protectlon Agency @7
7 . Dcpartment of Parks & Recreation (40), SN
) . . ‘Office of Historic Preservation 41).
' Resources Agency (43)" U R : : T
. ‘--,._'V.‘._.‘A_,‘.:.‘_.. n_.;;_:_,._..,:_..,,,_ Reglonal ‘.".‘fater~.lQuﬂ1t3'<Cc*ﬁ*"“-- ' 9, , s : s R R R a_....;:.'...r:_
State Cleann ghouse (46)"

Cahforma Coastal Comm;ssfon (47)

‘ County of San Dlego : 3
oo County Agricultural Department (64) SR ¢
- o e 3 County Department of Planning and Land Usc (68) ER
wonte e County Department of Public Works: (7ﬂ)a :
County Water Authonty (73){ R AR AN ;,-;g"

- Hazardous Materials Manaaement DlVlSlOl’l (75)

e .'Clty of San D1ego A
- Mayor Sanders B
‘ Councﬂmember Peters, District 1-
. Councxlmember Faulcone.r District 2 <
- Development Sor\uces Department‘ e Ve i _
-~ Library Departtuent (81): = ﬂ-' R R 4 's:‘%i‘i“.‘.‘*?')i»" :
~Carmel Valley Branch Lnbrary (81F)..%. : : :
" Real Estate Assets Department (85)+ .7 -
=_Entrxnoerma and. Cap1tal Projects Department (86)

| H:stoncal Resotirces Board (87) f?‘ .
, Wetlands Advisory Board (91A) R .
_ | - General SerVICCS (97) S e v TP g

11
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Other Cltles ,
| Clty of Del Mar (96) _
Clty of Solana Beach (105):— :

S TR Garry Van Gerpen Salk Institute
AT - Mark Rowson, Latinde 33" "
S SANDAG (108): -, L xigme s
0. San Diego Transit Corporatlon (117) 2 T
_San. Dlego Gas. & Electric (114)_&long £x0d:
Metropohtan Transit Development Board (1 15) '
. .4 .. San Diegnito RIVBI' Joint Powers Assoc1auon (1 16),h
R A' UCSD (134) 3 :

MR Envnronmental Law Socxety (164)

Stuart Hurlbert (177) g
Center for Blologlcal DIVCISlty (176)
\_,II.J.LCUB 'L.;UUIU..Llld.LC lUl bCllLUIy 11.["\'1
Endancered Habitats Leacvue (187) L
J erry Schaefer PhD (’309)

San D1ego Archaeologlcal Soc1ety (7 17), o

" Save Our Heritage: Orgamsatlon ('714)

Ron Chnstman ('715) _

" Louie'Guassac (215A) g ‘ g
DT g * San Dlego County Archaeolowcal Soc:1ety (718) :

Ly 3"‘ Nauona] Trust for Historical Preservation (219)1%:

- Natlve Amencan Hentage Commxssmn (222)irm i e

- Kumeyaay Cultural Repatnanon Commxttee 2 5)

Eor N " [2a Jolia.Shores. Association (272) AR

e " Lalolila Town Councﬂ (273) : __j " j .

. ‘LaJolla I—hstonca] Soc1ety @Q74) i

~. - .-~ Lalolla C‘ommunlty Planning Assocxatlon (‘775)'-

- o L'a Jollans for Respon51ble Planmncr (')8’?) il

N r
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SALK INSTITUTE MASTER PLAN FINAL EIR
REFINED PROJECT DESIGN
June 2008

PREFACE

Final Environmental Impact Report

This document is 2 Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) which provides a review and analysis of
the porential environmental impacts that could result from implementation of the proposed Salk
Institute Master Plan in the City of San Diego. In accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.), Guidelines
{State CEQA Guidelines) Section 15002, an EIR is the public document used by a governmental
agency to analyze the significant environmental effects of a proposed project, to identify alternatives,
and to disclose possible ways to reduce or avoid the possible environmental effects. This Final EIR for
the proposed Salk Institute Master Plan complies with all criteria, standards and procedures of CEQA,
the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.) and the Ciry’s
implementing -regulations. The EIR itself does not control the way in which a project can be
develuped or constructed; rather, the governmental agency must respond to the informarion contained

in the EIR by one or more of the seven methods outlined in Section 15002¢h) which include:

1. | Changing a proposed project;

2, Imposing conditions on the approval of a project;

3. Adopting .plans or ordinances to control the broader class of project to avoid the adverse
changes; : _

4, Choosing an alternative to meet the same need,

5. Disapproving the project;

6. Finding thar changing or altering the project is not feasible;

7. Finding that the unavoidable significant environmental damage is acceptable as provided in

Section 15093.

Under CEQA, an agency must solicit and respond to comments from the public and from other
agencies that has responsibility for carrying out or approving a project or that has jurisdiction over
natural resources (i.e., Responsible or Trustee Agencies). The Draft EIR for the proposed Salk
Institute Master Plan project (SCH # 2004111049) was submitted by the City of San Diego for
public review on March 22, 2007. During the 60-day public review period, 16 letters of comment on
the adequacy of the Draft EIR were received by the City of San Diego from Responsible and Trustee
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agencies and members of the public. Copies of the letters, along wich the City's written responses to

each comment, are included in this Final EIR.

Refined Project Design Background

In response to certain economic and environmental constraints that were stated in the public review
comments, the Salk Institute (Institute or “applicant”) has made minor modifications to the proposed
project addressed in the Draft EIR to reduce and avoid possible environmental effects. The applicane,
thus, has created a Refined Project Design which is addressed in this Preface to the Final EIR. The
Refined Project Design is similar in some respects to the North Mesa Intensified Development
Alternative and the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative described in the Draft EIR; however, the
refined project has been scaled back to eliminate some of the formerly proposed project components
and would result in fewer impacts than either of the named alternatives or the project proposed in the
Draft EIR (Draft EIR Project). The refinements to the project address the following issues:

® The benefit to native habitats and sensitive species that would be gained if the south mesa of
the campus were preserved as open space has led to the elimination of all development on the
south mesa that was described in the Draft EIR (i.e., employee daycare facility and temporary
housing quarters), reduction in direct biology impacts to less than significant levels, and,
ultimately, the Institute’s grant to the City of San Diego, or another mutually agreeable

entity, of a conservation easement across the southern portion of the property.

e The long-term economic savings that would be realized if the Institute continues to provide
housing opportunities off-campus and begins collaborating with UCSD on ‘an off-campus,
joint daycare facility, has further supported the elimination of the south mesa development.

¢ The need to ensure avoidance of indirect impacts to vernal pools on the north mesa of the Salk
Institute campus that could occur as a result of brush management, has prompted a
consolidation of the footprint of the Salk Community Center Building that would eliminace

the need for brush management in the vernal pool complex.

® The need to offset impacts to habitat in the Multi-Habicat Planning Area (MHPA) and the
applicant’s desire to protect sensitive native habitat, including vernal pools on the north mesa,
has resulted in a boundary line adjustment that would create a 1.27-acre net gain in the

MHPA in the Coastal Zone and a 7.1-acre open space easement on the south mesa.
¢ The need to maximize the utilizacion of the Salk Institute campus for scientific research and

SuUpport uses on campus, in accordance with the primary project objectives, has resulted in no

reduction in the building areas dedicated to such uses.

p-2
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A comparison summary of the Refined Project Design with the Draft EIR Project 1s provided below in
Table P-1, Land Use Comparison: Draft EIR Profect and Refined Project Design.

Table P-1
LAND USE COMPARISON:
DRAFT EIR PROJECT AND REFINED PROJECT DESIGN
LAND USE/PROJECT TOTAL BUILDING AREA (SF)
CHARACTERISTIC DRAFT EIR PROJECT REFINED PROJECT DESIGN

Scientific Research Building 94,200 94,200
Salk Community Center Building 117,000 117,000
Daycare Facility 12,000 0
Temporary Housing Quarters 12,000 ' 0
Greenhouses 4,000 4,000

Subtotal 239,200 . 215,200
Existing  Buildings  {including 289,800 289,800
Temporary Buildings)
Demolition of Temporary Buildings -29,000 -29,000

TOTAL 500,000 476,000’
Undeveloped Land/Open Space 5.5 acres 7.82 acres

1 . . K . .
Alchough the Refined Project Design would preclude development on the south mesa, the applicant could decide in the future to
pursue entitiements for up to 24,000 addirional sf of scientific research space eisewhere on the site in accordance with the deveiopment
intensity allocated to the property in the University Community Plan. Although not contemplated at this time, any future entitlement

proposal would be subject to addirional CEQA review.

The Refined Project Design is the project that is now being proposed by the applicant for approval by

the City decision makers.

Refined Project Design Description

Under the Refined Project Design, the following changes have been made to the application from the
project proposed in the Draft EIR Project.

South Mesa

Daycare Facility and Housing Quarters

The Draft EIR analyzed 500,000 sf of development, including a 12,000-square foot (sf) daycare
facility and 12,000 sf of temporary housing quarters (12 units) on the souch mesa of the Salk Insticute
campus. Under the Refined Project Design, all development on the south mesa would be eliminated
from the Sdlk Institute Master Plan and the proposed gross floor area would total 476,000 sf (see
Figure P-1, Comparison of Draft EIR Project and Refined Project Design). As a result, the entire southern

mesa would be left in an undeveloped state and placed in a conservation easement. Accordingly, the

P-3
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Refined Project Design would avoid significant direct project impacts to sensitive biological (upland)

habitat, as discussed below under Biological Resources.

Open Sp- ace

The Draft EIR Project included the dedication of a portion of the south mesa into the City's MHPA.
Under the Refined Project Design, the Institute intends to grant a conservation easement in
perpetuity over the south mesa rather than transferring it to the MHPA, once all permits and
approvals have been granted that are necessary for buildour of the Salk Insticute Master Plan.

Roadway and Landscaping

The private driveway extension of Salk Institute Road from its existing western terminus to the
daycare and temporary housing facilities has been eliminated from the proposed Master Plan. The
landscaping specifically associated with the daycare facility and housing quarters also has been
eliminated from the Master Plan; however, restoration of the perimeter landscaping along the
southern property line, as required in Section 5.4, Historical Resources, of the Draft EIR, still would be
-implemented under the Refined Project Design (see revised EIR Figure 3-5, Conceptual Landscape Plan
Jor Refined Project Design).

North Mesa

Salk Community Center Building

The Draft EIR Project proposed a 117,000-sf Salk Community Center Building on the north mesa,
comprising two, four-story wings; two, three-story wings; and one, two-story auditorium wing within
a single building. The Salk Community Center Building has undergone a2 minor architectural
reconfiguration under the project refinement, from a structure with four rectangular wings on the
west end attached to a semi-circular auditorium space on the east end, to a two-wing rectangular
structure on the west end attached to the same semi-circular auditorium on the east end (see site plan
comparison in Figure P-1). Although the location of the eastern auditorium wing would be
unchanged under the Refined Project Design, the western end of the building would be shifted away
from sensitive vernal pool habitat, and situated slightly east of the location identified in the Draft EIR.
This project modification would eliminate the need for brush management in the adjacent vernal pool
complex under the existing City regulations; the Ciry could adopt an alternative compliance plan
should the proposed brush management regulations become adopted at some point in the future. The
Salk Community Center Building square footage. and developed area would not change from the Draft
EIR Project, and building heights would remain unchanged from or be less than those proposed in the
Draft EIR (see revised EIR Figure 5.1-5, Proposed Height Deviation for Refined Project Design).

P-4
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Not affected by the proposed refinement of the Master Plan, the Torrey East Building, north lawn

core facility and greenhouses would be constructed as described in the Draft EIR.

MHPA Boundary Line Adjustment

The Draft EIR proposed a MHPA boundary line adjustment o affect boch the norch and south mesas,
which would include a net gain in the MHPA of 3.22 acres. Under the Refined Project Design, the
MHPA boundary line adjustment would affect the north mesa only and would comprise a 1.27-acre
net gain (see revised EIR Figure 5.3-3, MHPA Boundary Adjustment for Refined Project Design).
Specifically, the amount of acreage removed from the MHPA would remain at 0.05 acre (similar to
the Draft EIR Project) and 1.32 acres would be added to the MHPA under the project refinement, as
opposed to 3.27 acres in the Draft EIR. The acreage to be added to the MHPA includes sensitive
habitat such as vernal pools, Diegan coastal sage scrub and maritime succulent scrub on the north
mesa, and would be effectively idencical in configuration to the MHPA preserve proposed for the
north mesa in the Draft EIR (see revised Figure 3 in the Final Habitat Management Plan [HMP],

-contained in EIR Appendix B). The existing pavement area on the north mesa would be removed and

a greater portion of it would be recontoured and revegetated with native species, similar to the Draft
EIR Project. The apnlicant would acrively manage the on site MHPA  in accordance with the

proposed HMP (HELIX 2008b).

>

City of San Diego Permits

Development of the Refined Project Design would require City approval of all the same permits as the
Draft EIR Project.

Parking

Under the Refined Project Design, the two underground parking structures proposed and evaluated in
the Draft EIR would be constructed as planned. All parking for the Institute would still occur on site
and the 1,064 total new spaces provided under the Refined Project Design would exceed the 1,046
spaces required by the City.

Project Phasing

Elimination of the daycare facility and housing quarters from the Master Plan would not substantively

change the possible project phasing outlined in the Draft EIR; cthose two former project elements
would simply be removed from the project phasing order.

PS5
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" Project Objectives

The Refined Project Design would implement the majority of the project objectives identified in
Section 3.1 of the EIR, including the applicant’s desire to have a project that: 1) would be compatible
with City plans and policies, 2) is consistent with the scope, planning and architectural theme
established by Louis Kahn and Jonas Salk, 3) allows for the development of new and expanded
scientific research facilities, 4) helps the Institute remain competitive with other national research
institutes, 5) provides state-of-the-art scientific research space, 6) provides centralized support
facilities, 7) creates underground parking, 8) preserves and. enhances coastal views, 9) provides
landscape and architectural plans and guidelines that create an aesthetic project and 10) allows for che
removal of all temporary buildings. The project objectives related to providing a daycare facility and
housing quarters have been dropped by the applicant for reasons outlined herein.

The Draft EIR evaluated thé tri-partite design scheme envisioned for the property by Institure
architect Louis Kahn (a basic objective of the Draft EIR Project), wherein the scientific research space,
meeting/dining space and housing needs of the Insticute would be met in three distinct geographic
locations on the Institute’s campus. Although the Refined Project Design would implement a pottion
of the tri-partite scheme, which is recognized in the design community as an element of the long-term
plans of Kahn, economic and environmental constraints on the Salk Institute campus prevent the full
implementation of the tri-partite design scheme. Specifically, economic constraints include the high

cost of building construction, operation and maintenance as compared to the relatively lower cost of

providing employee daycare and housing off site; and environmental constraints include the presence.

of sensitive habitat. Nonetheless, the majority of the remaining project objectives would be attained

by implementation of the Refined Project Design.

Comparison of Refined Project Design and Draft EIR Project

As described in this comparative analysis of potential impacts, the proposed Refined Project Design
would result in a project with a smaller development footprint and that would reduce and avoid
impacts identified in the Draft EIR. The informarion within this Preface to the Final EIR also
provides the necessary documentation that the Refined Project Design, if approved by the City of San
Diego and implemented by the Salk Institute, would not resuit in any new significant environmental
impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of identified potential impacts which would require
recirculation of the Draft EIR under Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Furthermore,
the public had a meaningful opportunity to review the Draft EIR which contained, as noted above,
alternatives similar to the Refined Project Design; as those alternatives had more potential impacts
than the refined project presented herein as discussed below, this Final EIR is consistent with State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

P-6
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Minor text changes related to the Refined Project Design have been completed and are to be
considered as part of the Final EIR. Specifically, the Refined Project Design has been integrated into
the Executive Summary, the Projett Description contained in Section 3.0 of the EIR, and the History
of Project Changes contained in Section 4.0. In some cases, project impacts are lessened, such as
biological resources, and corresponding changes have been made in Section 5.3 of the EIR to indicate
these improvements. In all other analyses, the impact conclusions remain the same and have not been
modified. Given that the changes made by the Refined Project Design primarily affect only one area
of the property, the City believes that revising the Project Description and other EIR Sections in the
above manner will provide the greatest degree of clarity and consistency for benefit of those reviewing
the Final EIR, in that (i) the description of the project proposed for approval will be consistent
between the Preface and the Project Description and (ii) the discussion of impacts tHroughour the
Final EIR will be as accurate as is feasible with respect to the project proposed for approval. The rext
additions are undeslined to distinguish those from original text of the Draft EIR; text that has been

deleted is shown in a strikethrengh format.

As noted above and further examined below, no new significant impacts or increased magnitude of
impacts have been identified, and although the meodifications within the environmental document
affect the environmental analysis conclusions reached in the biological resources section of the report,

none of the impact conclusions worsen in the EIR.

Comparative Environmental Analysis

The Refined Project Design would not result in new or greater significant impacts to any issue
analyzed in the Draft EIR, and would, in fact, subsrantially reduce direct project impacts to biological
resources (upland habitar) to less than significant levels as discussed below, avoid porential indirect
impacts to vernal pools related to brush management, and reduce the duration and magnitude of
significant temporary construction noise impacts at the southern property line due to elimination of
the daycare and temporary housing facilities. Impacts in the areas of land use, visual
quality/neighborhood character, historical resources, air quality, hydrology/water quality, geology, and
paleontological resources would remain the same as or slightly less than anticipated with the Draft
EIR Pro}ect-. Each issue addressed in the Draft EIR is discussed below, ‘

Land Use

Adoption of the Refined Project Design would be consistent with the scientific research use envisioned
for the property in the University Community Plan (Community Plan). The Refined Project Design
proposes 476,000 sf of gross floor area, furthering its consistency with the Communirty Plan which
allows for buildout of up to 500,000 sf of gross floor area on the campus in Table 3 of the
Development Intensity Element. Table P-1 provides a comparison of the refined project and project

P-7
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analyzed in the Draft EIR. The Refined Project Design does not introduce any new land uses that
were not considered in the Draft EIR.

The refined project also would be consistent with the land use policies within the City of San Diego
Progress Guide and General Plan (General Plan), Community Plan and North City Local Coastal Program
Land Use Plan (LCP) that were considered in the Drafe EIR; no additional analysis is required. A
building height deviation would still be required for the Salk Community Center Building witch
implementation of the Refined Project Design, as it was for the Draft EIR Project (refer to the SDMC
discussion in Subsection 5.1.2 within the Land Use Section of this Final EIR and see revised EIR Figure
5.1-5, Proposed Height Deviation for Reﬁned Project Design).

The Refined Project Design would substantially minimize, but not avoid, encroachment into sensitive
biological resources. Most of the grading and development would occur on previously developed
portions of the site, specifically the north and east parking lots and north lawn (see revised EIR Figure
5.3-1, Vegetation and Sensitive Resources/Impacts for Refined Project Design). In terms of consistency with
the policies of the MSCP, the majority of the direct impacts to habitat would occur outside the MHPA
and would be less than significant. A MHPA boundary line adjustment is proposed to offset the
miner amo-;nt of habitat removal proposed within. the existing MHPA. The 0.05 acre habirat
removal is the same as was proposed with the Draft EIR Project. Inconsistencies with the MSCP
Subarea Plan Land Use Adjacency Guidelines would still be expected because of the proximity of the
MHPA to proposed development (as described below under Biological Resources and in Section 5.3,
Biological Resources, of this Final EIR). Similar to the Draft EIR Project, the Refined Project Design
would comply with the MCAS Miramar Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan regarding both noise

and safety.

No new significant or more severe land use impacts would result from implementation of the Refined.

Project Design.

Visual Qualiry/Neighborhood Character

Similar to the Draft EIR Project, the Refined Project Design would modify the existing character of
the site by constructing new buildings on the northern and eastern portions of the property. The
degree to which views may be blocked along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive by the Refined Project Design
would be similar.to the Draft EIR Project, which would preserve views of the ocean and scenic coasral
areas from the road through the implementation of a park-like, landscaped view corridor on the north
mesa, as described in the Public Roads discussion in Subsection 35.2.1 within the Viswal
Qualiry/Neighborhood Character section of this Final EIR (and shown in Figure 5.2-27). Elimination of
all development on the south mesa as proposed in the refined project would not have a beneficial effect
on protected views from Torrey Pines Scenic Drive because, as noted in the Draft EIR, short range

views of the south mesa and off-site coastal canyons are not available until drivers reach the cul-de-sac

P-8



-

Salgbgtzg:?/\gﬂg‘ Plan

Final EIR (SCH No. 2004111049, Projet No. 44675) Preface

at the entrance to the Torrey Pines Gliderport parking lot. Views of the development from trails west
of the site would benefit from the removal of development from the southern mesa. Development on
the south mesa, as described in the Draft EIR, genérally would not have been visible from the Salk
Insticute courtyard (refer to EIR Figures 5.2-23a and 5.2-23b). Therefore, implementation of the
Refined Project Design with its undeveloped south mesa would not benefic views from the Salk
Institute courtyard. Also similar to the Draft EIR Project (as described and illustrated in Section 5.2
of this Final EIR), the Refined Project Design would not block the west-facing views of the ocean and
scenic coastal areas from any of the public vantage points west of the project site, including a

designated view cortidor in the La Jolla Community Plan.

No new visual quality/neighborhood character issues would arise with the refinement, and no

significant or more severe impacts to visual quality/neighborhood character would result from

implementation of the Refined Project Design.

Biological Resources

Sensitive biological resources on the south mesa would remain undeveloped and be placed in a
conservation easement under the Refined Project Design. This project refinement would decrease
grading/brush management impacts of Draft EIR Project by over 2.3 acres and increase on-site
preservation of sensitive habitat by .apprOximately 1.8 acres. A minor amount of grading and Zone 1
brush management would still occur on the north mesa associated with the Salk Community Center
Building and underground parking structure similar to the Draft EIR Project. Direct impacts to
sensitive biological resources (upland habitats), including maritime succulent scrub (Tier I} and Diegan
coastal sage scrub (including disturbed; Tier II), would be reduced to less than 0.1 acre (i.e., below the
City significance thresholds); thus, significant direct impacts to sensitive upland habitat would be
completely avoided by the Refined Project Design. Impacts to southern mixed chaparral described for
the Draft EIR Project also would be avoided, and impacts to a portion- of the coastal California
gnatcatcher territory outside the MHPA would be substantially reduced by the Refined Project
Design.. Table P-2, Comparison of Project Impacts: Draft EIR Project and Reduced Project Design, shows the
reduction in habitat impacts that would occur under the Refined Project Design. Potentially
significant impacts to raptor habirat caused by the proposed removal of eucalyptus trees in the
developed portion of the site would be similar to those described for the Draft EIR Project. Wich the
exception of the above-described changes surrounding the Salk Community Center Building, and the
south mesa (no development), development on the rest of the campus would remain the same as
identified in che Draft EIR.

Due to the elimination of development on the south mesa, potentially significant indirect effects on
habicat from grading/development and invasive species intrusion and on sensitive wildlife in the
MHPA from construction noise associated with implementation of the Refined Project Design would

be less than those expected for the Draft EIR Project, but still potentially significant. The buffer
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between sensitive habitat, in particular vernal pools, and proposed development, would increase from
30 to 40 feet along the western end of the north mesa due to the reconfiguration of the Salk
Community Center Building. This increased buffer would benefit edge conditions.

Table P-2
COMPARISON OF PROJECT IMPACTS:
DRAFT EIR PROJECT AND REFINED PROJECT DESIGN ,
' IMPACTS (acre{sD*
VEGETATION COMMUNITIES/ MSCP 1T REFINED
HABITAT TIER DRAFT EIR PROJECT
PROJEC.T DESIGN
Maritime succulent scrub I : 0.04** 0.03
Diegan coastal sage scrub 11 0.87 0.01
Diegan coastal sage scrub — disturbed I 0.67 0.04
Southern mixed chaparral IIIA 0.25 --

-+ Disturbed habitat v 0.17 0.17
Ornamental _ v 0.09 0.09
Developed -- 9.25 _ 8.64

TOTAL 11.34 8.98

Source: HELIX 2008a

*Impact numbers include Brush Management Zone 1 impact acreages. Given that Brush Management Zone 2 is considered impact
neutral, impact numbers are not quantified.

**[mpacts 0 0.03 acre of maritime succulent scrub include less than 0.01 acre (ie., 100 sf) within the on-site existing open space
easement.

As noted above, 2 MHPA boundary line adjustment is proposed as part of the Salk Institute Master
Plan. The amount (0.05 acre) and types (maritime succulent scrub, disturbed habitat and developed
land) of habitat removed from the MHPA under the Refined Project Design would be the same as the
Draft EIR Project; however, the amount of habitat added to the MHPA would be approximately 1.32
acres, compared to the 3.27 acres proposed in the Draft EIR. The decrease in MHPA dedication
associated with the Refined Project Design is directly related to the decrease in impacts to habirar.
This boundary line adjustment would result in a net gain of 1.27 acres, including vernal pools, Diegan
coastal sage scrub, maritime succulent scrub and disturbed habitat, in the MHPA (see revised EIR
Figure 5.3-3, MHPA Boundary Adjustment for the Refined Project Design).

As illustrated in Figure 5.3-3, the overall configuration of the proposed MHPA boundary adjustment
also would be different under the Refined Project Design, since it would not involve land on the south
mesa due to the elimination of development on the south mesa and corresponding elimination of
compensatory habitat mitigation requirements (i.e., impacts to less than 0.1 acre do not require

mitigation under the City of San Diego Biological Guidelines). However, the north mesa MHPA
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configuration would be identical to what was préposad for the north mesa MHPA area in the Drafc
EIR. Habitat management, including installation of a barrier along the sidewalk of Torrey Pines
Scenic Drive, would be implemented for the MHPA on the northern mesa. As described in the HMP
(HELIX 2008b), other types of habirat management also would take place in the MHPA. The
proposed MHPA boundary line adjustment would comi)ly with che six factors oudined in the MSCP
Subarea Plan (as noted in Section 6.1.6 of the project BTR). No new significant impacts to the
MHPA would occur under the Refined Project Design; rather, beneficial acreage would be added to
the MHPA.

No new significant or more severe biological resources impacts would occur under the Refined Project
Design; the impacts identified in the Draft EIR would be substancially reduced through the

elimination of grading and development on part of the site.

Historical Resources

" Implementation of the Refined Project Design would result in the same impacts to the historical”

landscape features in the east parking lot and spatial associations on the north and east mesas, and the
same potential impacts to subsurface structural remains of Camp Callan on the north mesa and
historic-era and unknown prehistoric archaeological resources potentially buried on site, as the Draft
EIR Project (refer to Section 5.4, Historical Resources, of chis Final EIR). The Refined Project Design
would protect the integrity of the historic laboratory building, in accordance with the Secretary of
Interior Standards (see Table 5.4-1 in this Final EIR), through observation of the same buffer between
new and old structures as observed by the Draft EIR Project. Thus, by eliminating development on
the south mesa, the Refined Project Design would reduce project impacts on spatial relationships with
the existing historic resources on site, and no new significant impacts to historic resources would
occur. Potentially significant impacts to unknown (buried) historic and pre-historic archaeological
resources would be slightly less than for the Draft EIR Project, due to the elimination of grading on
the south mesa, the Refined Project Design would not result in any new or more severe significant

impacts to historic resources.

Traffic/Circulation

Like the Draft EIR Project, the Refined Project Design would add new space to the Salk Institute
campus that would generate traffic and increase demand for parking on the campus. As shown in
Table P-3, Comparison of Maximum Future Project Daily Trip Generation, the Refined Project Design
would produce slightly less traffic than the Draft EIR Project due to the reduction in proposed square
foorage. Even with the reduction in average daily traffic volumes (ADT), however, the refined project
would result in the same significant and unmitigable traffic impacts as the Draft EIR Project (refer to
Section 5.5, Traffic/Circulation, of the Final EIR). Eliminating the daycare facility and housing from

the project would reduce daily vehicle trips to/from the Salk Institute campus assumed in the Draft

P-11
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EIR by approximately 192 ADT, as 96 ADT were conservatively assigned to the temporary housing
quarters and che daycare facility, respectively. As a result of leaving the south mesa undeveloped,

fewer trips would be generated along Salk Insticute Road by the Refined Project Design.

Table P-3 :
COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM FUTURE PROJECT DAILY TRIP GENERATION:
DRAFT EIR PROJECT AND REFINED PROJECT DESIGN'

(ASSUMES 100% OF SQUARE FOOTAGE)

U Draft EIR Project? Refined Project Design’

se - Size (sf) ADT Size (sf) ADT

Scientific Research 210,200° 1,682 186,200" 1,490
Source: USAI 2006 )

Notes:
' Rares as stared in the City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual, May 2003.

*T'rip generarion volume for the Draft EIR Project assumes all new building square footage would contribute trips, when in realicy the
daycare facility, greenhouses and dining space and other support uses within the Salk Community Center Building would nor generate

new trips,

! Trip generarion volurne for the Refined Project Design assumes all new building square foorage would contribute trips, when in reality
the greenhouses and dining space and other support uses within the Salk Community Center Building would not generate new crips,

4 Excludes 29,000 s.f. of new building.space that would be offset by 29,000 s.f, of demolition.

Although traffic impacts would be reduced by the Refined Project Design, the significant and
unmitigable project and cumulative impacts to the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange that were
identified in the Draft EIR would not be avoided, due to the currently degraded condition of the
interchange and future predictions that levels of service would continue to be degraded during
buildout conditions. See the Buildout (Year 2030) Scenario discussion in Subsection 5.5.2 of the EIR
for more information. As the Refined Project Design would build less square footage than the Draft
EIR Project, the parking requirements of the refined project are reduced from those stated in the Draft
EIR. The total number of proposed parking spaces, therefore, has been adjusted to reflect the reduced
parking needs of the Refined Project Design. The project would still provide parking in accordance
with the SDMC and in excess of that required by the City.

No new significant or more severe direct or cumulative traffic/circulation impacts would occur with

implementation of the Refined Project Design,
Air Qualiry

No significant air quality impacts would result from the Refined Project Design or the Draft EIR
Project as discussed in Section 5.6 of the EIR. Development of the Refined Project Design would
produce less air pollutant emissions than the Draft EIR Project since the daycare facility and housing
units would not be constructed or ‘occupied. Similar to the Draft EIR Project, pollutant emissions

generated by the refined project would not exceed the City's significance chresholds, violate any air
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quality standards or contribute substantially to an air quality violation (see Section 5.6, Air Quality, of
this Final EIR). Finally, implementation of the Refined Project Design would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations at intersections nor would significant quantities of

hazardous emissions be produced.

As with the Draft EIR: Project, less than significant air quality impacts would arise; no new or more

severe significant air quality impacts would result from implementation of the Refined Project Design.
Noise

Under the Refined Project Design, elimination of the daycare facility would remove the anticipated
noise that would have been generated by the facility's playground fearured in the Draft EIR Project.
Significant operational noise impacts would be avoided by the Refined Project Design, just as they are
avoided by the Draft EIR Project, as neither project would exceed City noise standards. Under the
Refined Project Design, traffic noise would be produced at rates lower than those assumed for the
Draft EIR Project, thus traffic noise impacts would remain less than significant (refer to the Section
5.7, Noise, of the EIR). No new significant traffic or operational noise impacts would occur under the

Refined Project Design.

Significant temporary impacts to adjacent residences from construction noise at the daycare and
housings sites would be reduced by the Refined Project Design since no new structures would be built
near the existing residences along the southern property boundary. The construction-related impacts
would, however, not be eliminated completely by the Refined Project Design because construction of
the Torrey East Building and greenhouses would still occur and could result in temporary noise
impacts on the southerly residential receprors (refer to the Construction Noise discussion in Subsection
5.7.2 of the EIR). Construction-related noise impacts to the daycare and housing caused by the
construction of other proposed structures would be avoided by the Refined Project Design. As such,
temporary notse impacts would be substantially less in magnitude and duration but would remain

significant.

No new significant or more severe noise impacts would occur with implementation of the Refined

Project Design.

Hydrology/Water Quality

No significant hydrology/water quality impacts would occur for the Refined Project Design or the
Draft EIR Project. The Draft EIR concluded that that project would result in a ner decrease of
impervious surface area, with a slight net increase in runoff generation within the site (refer to
Subsection 5.8.2 within Section 5.8, Hydrology/Water Quality, of this Final EIR for further information).
The same overal! trend would occur under the Refined Project Design, alchough the 6.4-cubic feet per
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second increase in runoff thar was calculated to occur at the existing drainage outlet on the south mesa
would not occur because the daycare and temporary housing facilities would be eliminated and the
south mesa would be left undeveloped. As with the Draft EIR Project, runoff from the Refined
Project Design would be handled by the existing storm drain and drainage network in the project
area. Similar to the Draft EIR Project, the potential construction-related water quality impacts caused
by the erosion of disturbed soils and sedimentation of downstream waters would be avoided through
the implementartion of Best Management Practices (BMPs) required by the City and Regional Warter
Quality Control Board. Operational impacts to water quality caused by minor increases in urban
runoff would be lessened by the Refined Project Design since the south mesa would remain
undeveloped. Similar to the Draft EIR Project, long-term water quality impacts under the refined
project would be precluded by compliance with the City Stormwater regulations.

No new significant or more severe hydrology or water quality impacts would occur with

implementation of the Refined Project Design.

Geology

Elimination of development on the south mesa reduces the amount of grading in native material from
levels analyzed in the Draft EIR. In addition, the slope stability analysis conducted for the Draft EIR
Project concluded that a low potential for slope instability exists on site (refer to the Issue 1 discussion
in Subsection 5.9.2 of Section 5.9, Geology, of the EIR); this same slope analysis applies to the Refined
Project Design. Standard design, engineering and construction practices would prevent any potential
impacts from seismic ground acceleracion, soil erosion, expansive soils and oversize materials from

occurring under either the Draft EIR Project or the Refined Project Design.
Implementation of the Refined Project Design would not avoid any significant geology impacts since
none are anticipated with the Drafc EIR Project. Furthermore, no new significant or more severe

geology impacts would occur with the Refined Project Design.

Paleontological Resources

Under the Refined Project Design, potentially significant impacts to buried fossil resources would be
reduced in severity from those assumed for the Draft EIR Project since 2.3 less acres of grading and
excavation would occur on the south mesa. Potentially significant impacts would still arise with the
Refined Project Design, due to excavation to install underground parking on the east and north mesas
and the basement-leve] research facility on the north mesa; however, these potential impacts would be
unchanged from those identified in the Draft EIR (se.e Subsection 5.10.2 in Section 5.10,
Paleontological Resources, of this Final EIR).

1
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No new significant or more severe impacts to paleontological resources would occur with

implementation of the Refined Project Design.
Comparative Alternatives Analysis

Section 8.0 of the Draft EIR analyzed five build alternatives and compared the impacts of the
alternatives to those of the Draft EIR Project. As discussed above under Comparative Environmental
Analysis, the Refined Project Design would result in the less or similar environmental impacts as the
Draft EIR Project related to land use, visual quality/neighborhood character, historical resources,
traffic/circulation, air quality, noise, hydrology/water quality, geology and paleontological resources.
Direct impacts to biological resources would be substantially reduced by the Refined Project Design
through avoidance of grading on the south mesa. The following provides a discussion of the project
alternatives discussed in the Draft EIR, as they relate to the environmental impacts and objectives of
the Refined Project Design described herein. The analysis is in substantial conformance with the
conclusions reached in the Draft EIR for the original project (i.e., Draft EIR Project), with the
exception of direct impacts to biological resources, which the Refined Project Design substantially

reduces.

Alrernative Salk Community Center Building Layout

Secrion 8.3.1 of the EIR contains a description and analysis of this alternative, which proposes
different configurations for the Salk Community Center and Torrey East Building than the Refined
Project Design. It also contains the daycare facility and temporary housing quarters that have been
eliminated by the Refined Project Design. The Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layout
would resulr in 5,000 sf less building area than proposed under the Refined Project Design. In
comparison to the Refined Project Alternative, this alternative would result in greater impacts to-
visual quality/neighborhood character due to the view blockage caused by the arrangement of the
buildings on the norch mesa and greater impacts to biological resources due to grading on the south
mesa chat is avoided under the Refined Project Design. Impacts in the areas of historical resources,
traffic/circulation, air quality, noise, geology and paleontological resources would be the same or less
than anticipated for the Refined Project Design. As concluded in the Draft EIR, the Alternative Salk

Communicy Center Building Layout would not avoid the significant unmitigable impacts to the

£-5/Genesee Avenue interchange associated with the proposed project.

Although the Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layout would be consistent with many of
the project objectives for the Refined Project Design, it would incorporate daycare and housing uses
that would cause addicional impacts to biological resources, worsen construction noise impacts, and

eliminate (and not enhance) the public view corridor across the north mesa to the ocean and scenic

" coastal resources nearby, resulting in a new significant and unmitigable impact. Additionally, this

alternative would not avoid significant and unmitigable traffic impacts (as noted above).
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North Mesa Intensified Development Alrernative

This alternative would eliminate development on the south mesa, similar to the Refined Project
Design, but uniike the Refined Project Design also proposes to construct the daycare facility and
temporary housing quarters on the north mesa, As such, the North Mesa Intensified Development
Alternative would result in 24,000 sf more building area than the Refined Project Design. Similar to
the Refined Project Design, the MHPA boundary line adjustment would not extend across the south
mesa. As noted in Section 8.3.2 of the EIR, placing the daycare and housing on the north mesa would
result in a whole host of design complications that would not occur under the Refined Project Design.
The North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative would result in far greater impacts to visual
quality/neighborhood character than the Refined Project Design due to view blockages caused by
additional buildings on the north mesa. Direct impacts to biological resources of this alternative
would be less than significant and similar to the Refined Project Design on the south mesa. Indirect
impacts to biological resources would be slightly greater on the north mesa due to the development’s
proximity to habicat, in particular vernal pools, to the west and the need for brush management in the
proposed MHPA that would not be necessary under the Refined Project Design. Impacts in the areas
of air quality, hydrology/water quality, geology, noise and paleontological resources would be the
same or slightly less than anticipated for the Refined Project Design. Impacts to historical resources
caused by changes in spatial relationships would be far greater than the Refined Project Design due to
the development intensity on the north mesa and lack of a buffer between new and old structures.
Impacts due to noise (construction) would be worse to on-site uses than the Refined Project Design
due to the construction of the Salk Community Center in close proximiry to the daycare and housing

uses.

With regard to the objectives of the Refined Project Design, the North Mesa Intensified Development
Alrernative would not be consistent with the scope and general intent of the planning and
architectural theme envisioned for the site, would result in inappropriate land use adjacencies on the
north mesa, would eliminate the public view corridor across the north mesa and would not enhance
existing landscape and structures. Similar to conclusions reached in the Draft EIR, this alternative
would create a new significant and unmitigable visual quality impact, would not avoid the significant
and unmitigable traffic impact, and would not achieve many of the basic project objectives (as noted

above}.

Neighborhood Proposed Alternative

This alternative would eliminate development on the south mesa, similar to the Refined Project
Design, but (unlike the Refined Project Design) also proposes to construct the daycare facility and
temporary housing quarters on the north mesa, decrease the size of the Salk Community Center,
increase the size of the Torrey East Building and modify the arrangement of uses on the north mesa.
‘The Neighborhood Proposed Alternative would result in 10,000 sf less building area than the Refined
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Project Design. Similar to the Refined Project Design, the MHPA boundary line adjustment would
not extend across the south mesa. As noted in Section 8.3.3 of the EIR, placing the daycare and
housing on the north mesa would result in many of the design complications that make the North
Mesa Intensified Development Alternative undesirable for the applicant that would not o¢eur under

the Refined Project Design.

The Neighborhood Proposed Alternative would result in far greater. impacts to visual
quality/neighborhood character than the Refined Project Design due to view blockages caused by
additional buiildings on the north mesa.” Direct impacts to biological resources would be less than
significant and similar to the Refined Project Design on the south mesa. Indirect impacts to biological
resources would be much greater on the north mesa due to lack of a buffer between development and
adjacent habitat, in particular vernal pools, to the west and the need for brush ménagement in the
proposed MHPA that would not be necessary under the Refined Project Design. Impacts in the areas
of air quality, hydrology/water quality, geology and paleontological resources would be the same as
anticipated for the Refined Project Design. Impacts to historical resources caused by changes in
spatial relationships would be far greater than the Refined Project Design due to the increased
development intensity on the north mesa and lack of a buffer between new and old strucrures.
Impacts due to noise (construction) would be worse to on-site uses due to the construction of the Salk

Community Center in close proximity to the daycare and housing uses.

With regard to the objectives of the Refined Project Design, the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative
would not be consistent with the scope and general intent of the planning and architectural theme

envisioned for the site, would result in inappropriate land use adjacencies on the north mesa, would

eliminate the public view corridor across the north mesa and would not enhance existing landscape

and structures. Similar to conclusions reached in the Draft EIR, this alcernative would create a new
significant and unmitigable visual qualicy impact, would not avoid the significant and unmirtigable

traffic impacts and would not achieve many of the basic project objectives (as noted above).

Reduced Project Alternarive

In an efforr to avoid traffic impacts, the Reduced Project Alternative defined in the Draft EIR would
restrict new scientific research development to 40,000 additional sf as compared to the 215,200sf of
scientific research space proposed under the Refined Project Alternative (see Table 3-1 in the EIR).
The daycare facility and other ancillary support uses to the scientific research space on site could still
be constructed because they would not generarte craffic. As such, a portion of the development on the
south mesa assumed in the Draft EIR Project would still be anticipated under chis alternative.
Overall, this alternative would reduce the Refined Project Design by approximately 176,000 sf. The
Reduced Project Alternative would avoid the significant and unmitigable traffic impact at the
I-5/Genessee Avenue interchange; impacts to visual quality/neighborhood character, historical

resources, air quality, noise, hydrology/water quality and paleontological resources would be similar to
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or less than the Refined Project Design. Direct and indirect impacts to biological resources from this
alternative would be greater than the Refined Project Design should the daycare facility be
constructed. .

Although the Reduced Project Alternative would be consistent with the planning and architectural
theme envisioned for the site, would allow for the removal of temporary buildings and would
substantially avoid significant rraffic impacts of the Refined Project Design, it would not accomplish
the basic project objectives of maximizing state of the art scientific research space and centralizing
facilities for the Institute. It would also not enhance or expand environmental protection on sensitive
resources on site as much as the Refined Project Design would.

East Parking Lot Avoidance Alternétive

[

As described in Section 8.3.5 of the EIR, this alternative would involve constructing similar uses as

contained in the Draft EIR Project, except it would eliminate the Torrey East Building and the eastern |

parking garage. The daycare and housing components of the Master Plan that have been dropped
from the Refined Project Design would be implemented under this alternative. As noted in the Draft
EIR, adoption of this alternative would eliminate approximately 94,300 sf of scientific research space
" from the site, thus reducing the Refined Project Design proportionarely. The East Parking Lot Impact

Avoidance Alternative would allow the applicant to avoid disturbing known historic resources in the

east parking lot, resulting is less impacts than anticipated with the Refined Project Design. However, .

the significant and unmitigable traffic impact the I-5/Genessee Avenue interchange would not be
avoided by this alternative. New significant impacts to parking supply caused by the loss of an
underground parking garage would be created by this alternative. Because the reduction in square
footage would occur in the developed portion of the campus, direct impacts to biology caused by this
alternative would be greater than anticipated for the Refined Project Design. Similar to the Draft EIR
Project, impacts from this alternative to archaeological resources, air quality, noise, hydrology/watet
quality, geology and paleontological resources would be similar to or less than those anticipated for
the Refined Project Design.

As stated Section 8.3.5 of the EIR, the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative would be

consistent with the scope of the design scheme envisioned for the site but would not accomplish the

basic project objectives of the Refined Project Design, including developing new scientific research
facilities, providing centralized facilities, satisfying the parking needs of the site, and allowing for the
removal of all temporary buildings on campus. In addition, it would not enhance or expand
environmental protection of sensitive areas to the degree that the Refined Project Design would.

In summary, only one of the project alternatives analyzed in the EIR would reduce the significant
environmental impacts of the Refined Project Design and, in most cases, the alternatives would
introduce new significant impacts that would not be anticipated for the Refined Project Design (i.e.,
parking, biological resources, visual quality). The No Project Alternative would still result in minimal
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environmental impacts. As such, the Reduced Project Design would still be considered the
‘Environmenrélly Superior Alternative for its ability to reduce the severity of significant and
unmitigable traffic impact of the Refined Project Design, relative to other project alternatives. Table
P-4, Comparison of Refined Project Design with Praject Alternatives, provides a summary of the alternatives

discussion provided herein.
Conclusions

The changes to the proposed Salk Institute Master Plan associated with the Refined Project Design
(i.e., elimination of the proposed daycare facility and temporary housing quarters, minor
reconfiguration of the proposed Salk Community Center Building, and elimination of the proposed
surface parking adjacent to and westward extension of Salk Insticute Road) would not introduce any
new impacts, significant or otherwise, that were not addressed in the Draft EIR. Additionally, the
significant impacts to biological resources and noise identified in the Draft EIR would be reduced or,
_in some instances, avoided, with implementation of the Refined Project Design described and analyzed
in this Preface to the Final EIR. Finally, all of the uses proposed under the Refined Project Design and
its project alternatives were analyzed in the Draft EIR that was circulated for public review and which
the public had adequate time to comment on. '

As described for each issue area on the preceding pagés,lno new project components are proposed and
no new significant impacts would occur under the Refined Project Design. Although a comparative
analysis of each issue area addressed in the Draft EIR is contained herein, no significant new -
information has been added to the EIR. Although some new information that clarifies or amplifies
information in the Draft EIR has been added in the form of minor project changes, in accordance with
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a), this information is not considered “significant” because it
does not change the EIR in “a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment
upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid
such an effect (including a feasible project alcernative)” that the applicant has declined to implement.
Additionally, recirculation is not required if no new significant environmental impact or substantial
increase in the severity of an impact would result from the project; in fact, each analysis herein
concluded not only that no new significant impacts would occur under the Refined Project Design,
bur that impacts from the refined project would be the same as or less than those identified in the
Draft EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)(1)).

Based on the impact conclusions summarized above, the analyses presented in the Draft EIR
adequately address the Refined Project Design, and no additional analysis beyond that provided herein
needs o be added to this document. Moreover, recirculation 1s not mandaced because che new
information presented herein merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an
adequate EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b)). Finally, in accordance with Section
15088.5(e) of the State Guidelines, substantial evidence presented herein and in the applicable
sections of this Final EIR supports the City’s decision not to recirculate the Draft EIR.
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Table P-4
" COMPARISON OF REFINED PROJECT DESIGN
WITH PROJECT ALTERINATIVES
Alternative
Refined | No Project/No Con?frlu:nnity North Mesa | Neighborhood | Reduced EL’;E f:pk;:f
Environmental lssue Prollect Developn‘.nem Center Intensified Proposed Project Avoidance
Design Alternative Buildi Development Alternative Alternative .

uilding Alternative Alternative

Layout
Land Use LS N 15 LS LS LS LS
Visual Qualiey/ :
Neighborhood Characrer LS N SU SU SU LS Ls
Biological Resources SM N SM SM SM SM SM
Historical Resources SM N SM SM SM SM SM
Traffic/ Circulation su N SuU SU SU LS SuU

| Air Quality LS N LS LS LS LS LS

Noise SM N SM SM SM SM SM
Hydrology/ Water Quality LS N LS LS LS is LS
Geology LS N LS LS LS LS LS
Paleoncological Resources SM N SM SM SM SM SM

* Only the environmental effects found to be significant for the proposed project are included in this comparison matrix.

SU=S8ignificant and Unmitigable; SM=>5ignificant but mitigable; LS=Less than significant; N=No impact.

—,
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Responses to Comments

LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES THAT
COMMENTED ON THE DRAFT EIR

A draft version of the EIR for the proposed Salk Institute Master Plan project (SCH #2004111049) was
circulated for public review from March 22, 2007 to May 21, 2007. During the public review period a total
of 16 letters of public comment were received. Agencies, organizations/special interest groups and individuals
submitting comments on the project are listed below, and organized by category.

LETTER RESPONSE
DESIGNATION FEDERAL AGENCIES ADDRESS PAGE
A The Wildlife Agencies (combined letter 6010 Hidden Valley Road RTC-6
from United States Fish and Wildlife Carlsbad, CA 92011
Service and California Department of -
Fish and Game)
B United Stares Marine Corps Marine Corps Air Station RTC-10
P.O. Box 452000
San Diego, CA 92145
STATE AGENCIES
C Native American Heritage Commission 915 Capitol Mall RTC-12
' Room 364
Sacramento, CA 95814
D Department of Parks and Recreation, 4477 Pacific Highway RTC-16
San Diego Coast District San Dhego, CA 92110
COUNTY, CITY, AND OTHER
LOCAL AGENCIES
E University City Planning Group ¢/o Linda Colley, Chairperson ~ RTC-18
ORGANIZATIONS
F National Trust for Historic Preservation, The Hearst Building RTC-33%
Western Office 5 Third Street, Suite 707
San Francisco, CA 94103
G San Diego County Archaeological P.O. Box 81106 RTC-38
Society San Diego, CA 92138
H Kwaaymii, Laguna Band of Indians c/o Carmen Lucas RTC-40

RTC-1

P.O.Box 775
Pine Valley, CA
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LETTER , RESPONSE -
DESIGNATION 'ORGANIZATIONS (cont.) " . ADDRESS PAGE
| San Diego Sierra Club ' ¢/o Joanne H. Pearson | RTC-45
J Endangered Habitars League _c/o Michael Beck, Director RTC-48
‘ 8424-A Santa Monica Blvd,,
Suite 592
Los Angeles, CA 90069
K San Diego Audubon Society 4891 Pacific Highway RTC-52
Suite 112

San Diego, CA 92110

L San Diego Coastkeeper 2825 Dewey Road, Suite 200  RTC-54
San Diego, CA 92106

M Friends of Rose Canyon 6804 Fisk Avenue RTC-59
San Diego, CA 92122

INDIVIDUALS

N Courtney Ann Coyle Held-Palmer House RTC-70
1609 Soledad Avenue

0 Gary Fogel P.O. Box 12339 RTC-124
La Jolla, CA 92029

P Ian Trowbridge Non given, comments received RTC-127

via e-mail

Each of these letters was assigned a lecter designation, as noted above, with each comment in the lecter
numbered beginning with the number one. Each letter is reprinted herein, along with a written response.

The following pages provide the comment letter on the left side, with each specific comment numbered in the
left-hand margin, and correspondingly numbered responses to each comment on the right-hand side. Each
comment and response is designated by both the letter assigned to that piece of correspondence, as well as the
number assigned to the comment {(e.g., A1, A2 and so on).

Where similar comments were received from multiple sources, the reader may be referred to another
applicable response. For comments that required modifications to correct ot clarify information in the Draft
EIR, thar fact is so stated, and the changes are identified via strike-out underline pages in this Final EIR. In
some cases, comments and responses provide additional information, which is now a part of the Final EIR.

RTC-2
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U. 5. Fisk and Wildlile Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office

Californis Department of Fish and Gams
South Coast Regioral Office

6010 Hidden Valley Road 4949 Viewridge Avenue
Carlsbad, California 92011 San Diego, CA 92123
(76() 431-9440 (858) 4671201

FAX (760) 930-0846 FAN (858) 4674299

In Reply Refer To:
FWS-85DG-1296.2

MAY 07 2007

Allison Sherwood

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Dicgo, CA 92101

Subject: Comments on the Drafl Environmental Impact Report for the Salk Institute Master
Plan Praject, City of San Diego, San Diego County, Califoraia (Project Mo, 44675,
SCH# 2004 111049)

Dear Ms, Sherwood:

The U.5 Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the California Department of Fish and Game
(Department), hereafter collectively referred to as the Wildlife Apencies, have reviewed the above-
referenced dralt Eavironmental Impact Report (EIR) dated March 22, 2007, The comments
provided herein are based on information provided in the draft EIR aod associated documents, our
knowledge of sensitive and declining vegetation communities in the County of San Diego, and our
participation in regional conservation planning efforts.

The primary concemn and mandate of the Service is the protection of public fish and wildlife
resources and their habitats. The Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of migeatory birds,
anadromous Hish, and endangered animals and plants occurring in the United States. The Service is
also responsible for administering the Federal Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, s amended
(16 U.5.C. 1531 ef seq.). The Department is a Trustee Agency and 2 Responsible Agency pursuant
lo the Califormia Environmentat Quality Act (CEQA: Sections 15386 and 15381, respectively) and
is responsible for ensuring appropriate conservation of the state's hiological resources, including
rare, threatened, and endengered plant and animat species, pursuant 10 the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA) and other sections of the Fish and Game Code. The Department also
administers the Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) Program. The City of San
Dicgo currently participates in the NCCP program by implementing its approved Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Pian.

The project site is located a1 10010 North Torrey Pines Road, between Tomrey Pines Scenic Drive
and Satk [ostitute Road. The project proposes to construct an additional 239,200 square feet of
new research space to include new scientific research building(s), an administrative support
building. day care facility for employees, support buildings, a below-grade facility to house

962000
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specialized research equipment, temporary residential quarters, and underground parking. These
uses and facilities would be constructed over a period of several decades. The existing campus
contains approximately 250,000 square fect of building area and 600 parking spaces.

‘Fhe project site is within the Coastal Zone and a portion of it is within the Multi-Habitat Planning
Area (MHPA) of the City's MSCP. The project would require an MHPA boundary line adjustment
(BLA), which was approved by the Service and Department in November 2006 and January 2007,
respectively, following consullation with the City, The BLA would add 3.27 acres of habitat into
the MHPA and remove 0.05 acre (Table 1), for a et gain to the MHPA of 3.22 acres.

Table 1: MBPA Boundary Line Adjustment
Vegetation Community added to removed
. . MHPA from MHPA
southern willow rerub 0.02 -
vernal pools 0.09 -
maritime succulent scrub 0.05 - 0.02
coastal sage scrub | .11 -
southem maritime chaparral 0.01 --
southern mixed chaparral 0.90 --
non-native grassiand 0.03 -
subtotal; 321 0,02
disturbed 0.05 0.01
ornamental - -
non-native 0.01 -
and developed area -- 0.02
TOTAL: .27 0.03

Table 2 summarizes the acreages of the habitat lypes currently occupying the project site, the
anticipated impacts to these habitats from development of the proposed project, and the required
mitigation. Additional mitigation for impacts to maritime succulent scrub would be provided
through a contribution to the City's Habitat Acquisition Fund (HAF), equivalent to 0.03 acre of
Tier I habitat. Coastal California gnatcatches (Polioprila californice californica, gnatcatcher) were
detected on site during surveys in 2000, 2001, and 2003. Surveys conducted in 2004 for federaily
listed fairy shrimp in the vernal pools on site were negative. An open space ¢asement would be
recorded over the land to be added to the MHPA 10 provide on-site mitigation for impacts to
sensitive habitats.
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non-native grassland Jikis] 0.03 -
sublotal: 7.36 1B 1.72

disturbed v, | 062 017 =
omatnerital v 0.13 0.09 -
non-ntive vegetaton v 0.05 - -
developed I Iv 18.18 925 -

- TOTAL: 26.34 11.34 1.72

We offer our conunents and recommandations in the artached enclosure to negint the City in
avoiding, minimizing, and adequately mitizating project-rolated impacts Lo bialogical resources,
and to enstre that the project is consistent with ongoing rogional habitat conservation planning:
effotts.

We appreciste the opportunity lo comment on the draft RIR for this project. 1f you have questinne
or cornments regarding shis letter, please contact Ayools Folarin of the Service (7650) 431-9440 o
Heathibr Sehwnalbach of the Department af (855) 637-7188,

Sincerely,
v Therese O'Rourke Mi J. Mulli;
Assistant Field Supervizor Deputy Regional Manager
U.5. Fish and Wildlifc Sovice Califorgia Department of Fish and Gaoe

Enclosure

cc;  State Clearinghouss

862000
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Wildlife Agency Comments and Recommendations on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Salk Institute Master Plan Project

The Wildlife Agencies typically consider Lhe results of biological surveys to be current for
up Lo one year prior to the circulation of the project-retated CEQA document, or the onset
of project impacts depending on the lapse of time between the two. Therefore, we request
that (a) protocol/focused surveys for gnatcatchers (last conducted in 2003) within the .
project site and a surrounding 500-foot buffer be eonducted within a year prior to the onset
of project impacts; and, (b) the applicant provide us with a figure which plots the survey
results relative to the project impact arcas, This information is necessary [0 determine what
mcasures, if any, beyond those proposed in the draft EIR, would be necessary Lo ensure I.hnl
project-related biclogical impacts are reduced to a level less than significant.

Tt is unclear from the draft EIR for which species of fairy shrimp protocol surveys were
conducted on site. According to page 5.3-5 of the EIR, surveys were conducted only for
Riverside fairy shrimp, because it is the only fairy shrimp species with 2 moderate potential
to occur. The table on page 5.3-10 indicates that Riverside fairy shrimp have a low
potential to occur, while San Diego fairy shrimp have 8 moderate potential to occur, and
both were surveyed for in 2004. Please clarify for which species the surveys were done and
the likefihood of either specics to vecur in the vernal pools on site.

We recomumend the Salk Institute adopt a policy of no pets for residents of the temporary
housing on site to reduce the potential for intrusion of pets into the preserved areas where
they may impact sensitive species and habitats,

The HMP indicates that the existing individual Nuttall's scrub oak within brush
management Zone 2 would be tagged with a metal tag (o indicate it is to be avoided. The
ﬁnal EIR should require that any other sensitive plant species lha! accur in Zone 2 areas
would also be tagged for avoidance in the future.

The final EIR should be updated to reflect the outcome of the California Coastat
Commission hearing of the City’s Local Coastal Program (L.CP) Major Amendment No, 1-
07 (Brush Management Regulations) conducted on February 15, 2007. Project impacts and
mitigation requirements regarding brush management Zone | and Zone 2 should be revised
and clarificd, as necessary. Any additiona) mitigation required for impacts o sensitive
vegetation communities from expanded brush management would require preservation of
habitat beyond that provided pursuant to the already approved BLA.

‘The draft EIR indicates that brush management would be conducted pursuant to Chapter 5,
Article 5, Division 92 of the San Diego Municipal Code. However, this division of the
Code was repealed in September 2005 by Ordinance 19413. The final EIR should be
updated to cile the curtent regulations regarding brush management within the City.

‘The draft EIR indicates that impacts to nesting migratory birds are not significant due to
compliance with the approved MSCP Subarea Plan. However, the MSCP Subarea Plan
does oot provide take for non-MSCP covered species, including many migratory avian
species. In order to comply with sections 3503 and 3503.5 of the Fish and Garne Code and

Al

A2

A3

Ad

A3

Protocolffocused surveys for the coastal California gnatcatcher will be conducted in the
MHPA thac lies within 500-feer of the proposed consttuction within one year prior to the
onset of project grading, as described in mitigation measure 5.3-7 in the EIR. The quaiified
biclagist hired by che Salk lasticute 1o conduct the survey will provide the Wildlife Agencies
with a figure plotting the survey results refative to the project impacc areas, in accordance
with their Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 10(a) Recovery Perniit requirements.

662000

As noted in Table 5.3-3 on page 5.3-10, protocol-level surveys were conducted on the proje
site in 2004 for both San Diego and Riverside fairy shnimp, and both wet and dry sease
surveys were negative for both species. The'statement on page 5.3-5 of the Draft EIR, which
indicates that surveys were conducted only for the Riverside fairy shrimp, has been revised
accordingly in che Final EIR, Table 5.3-3, however, is correct in classifying the San Diego
fairy shrimp as having a moderace potential to occur, and the Riverside fairy shrimp as having
a low potential to occur. As noted in the table, Riverside fairy shrimp have a low potential 10
occur on the project site because this species typically occuts in basins greater than 10 inches
in depth, while the basins found on site are less than 10 inches deep.

The applicant is no longer proposing to construct the temporary housing quarters, therefore,
there is no need for a "no pets policy.”

Grading and development is no longer proposed on the south mesa where the Nuteall's scrub
ocaks occur. Any sensitive plant species that occur in brush management Zone 2 on the north
mesa, such as barrel cactus, would be tagged prior to brush management as required by the
project HMP

Projects appealed to the Coastal Commission are reviewed to determine whether they ars
consistent with the certified local coastal program (LCP). In 1999, the Coastal Commissic

cettified the City of San Diego's Land Development Code, which included the pre-Cedar
Fire brush management regulations.
Development Code, those amendments cannot be applied to projects in the Coastal Zone
until the Coastal Commission cercifies the amendment. Although the post-Cedar Fire brush
management regulations amendment has been adopted for land outside of the Coastal Zone,

When the City of San Diego amends the Land

the amendment as it pertains to land within the Coastal Zone (including the project site) is
pending approval by the Coastal Commission, even following the February 15, 2007 hearing
noted in the comment.

To date, the Coastal Commission has not certified the post-Cedar Fire brush management

regulations due to concerns that they do not conform to the minimum requirements of the
Coastal Act due to impacts that Zone 2 brush management may have on Environmentally

RTC-6
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Sensitive Habitac Areas (ESHA). In the February 15, 2007 public' hearing, the Coastal €23
Commissioners propesed amendments to the post-Cedar Fire brush management regulations €0
and requested thar the City seaff and City Council review and adopt the proposed (-
amendments. The proposed amendments would require Zone 2 brush management to avoid ow)
ESHA and remain within the 25% development envelop for parcels entirely within the MSCE
In addition to their proposed amendments to the City’s post-Cedar Fire regulations, the
Commissioners continued to support the use of alternacive compliance (such as firewalls) to
shrink the width of the brush management zones as a means of avoiding ESHA.

At the February 2007 heating, City staff was not supportive of the Coastal Commission’s
proposed amendments due to concerns that requiring all of Zone 2 eo be included within
the 25 percent develepment envelope would constitute an unconstitutional taking of private
property. City staff also maintained rheir position that Zone 2 brush management is impact
neutral and pre-mitigated by the MSCP  Subsequently, che City Council adopted a revised
brush management ordinance that included some, bur nor all, of the Coastal Commission’s
proposed amendment. This revised brush management ordinance is not effective in the
Coastal Zone until it is certified by the Coastal Commission. Coastal Commission staff has
indicated to City staff that the City's revised ordinance is not acceptable and they have not
certified it.

Therefore, the EIR must analyze the project in accordance with the current applicable law,
which is, for land within the Coastal Zone, the pre-Cedar Fire brush management regulations.
Any EIR analysis of whether the project would comply with the post-Cedar Fire brush
management regulations or the post-Cedar Fire brush management regulation amendments
proposed by the Coastal Commission is speculative. In the interest of full disclosure, however,
the City's proposed Local Coastal Program Amendment regarding brush management
regulations was analyzed in the EIR,; see pages 5.3-19 and 5.3-20. Additional mitigation tha

coutd be required should the new brush management regulations be adopted also was included
in the EIR,; see Table 5.3-3 on page 5.3-20. Nevertheless, the City notes thac the pre-Cedar
Fire, the post-Cedar Fire, and the proposed Coastal Commission amendments to the post-
Cedar Fire brush management regulations all allow the City Fire Chief to adjust the width of
the brush management zones on a case-by-case basis, to account for site-specific conditions.
This adjustment is called alternarive compliance. Alternative compliance decerminations are
based on the Fire Deparement’s judgments about site- and project-specific characeeristics that
can justify a change in the widths of the brush management zones. Because the proposed
buildings would be constructed of concrete, which would provide a higher level of fire
protection than wood structures, a reduction in the 100-foot brush management zone width
may be justifiable while maintaining a level of fire protection that is functionally equivalent

to the proposed regulations.
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A7

Finally, Zone Two brush management is also permitted in the MHPA because the MSCP's

EIR determined chat Zone Two brush management was impact neutral and the statute of @
limirations for challenging the MSCP's EIR has long since expired. The City of San Diego, ]

CDFG and USFWS were all parties to the MSCP and its Implementing Agreement.

As indicated in the comment, the EIR (in the Project Description on page 3-11) states that
brush management activities on site would be conducted pursuant to Chapter 5, Article 5,
Division 92 of the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC). This statement has been revised to
indicate that the City repealed the noted brush management regulations in Seprember 2003,
exceprt for land within the Coastal Zone where the Coastal Commission has not approved the
code change. Furthermore, please note that language addressing the City's 2005 code change
and pending LCP Amendment approval by the Coastal Commission was included on page
5.3-19 of the Biological Resources section of the EIR, as discussed in response to commer

A5 above.

The City has and will continue to comply with state laws protecting bird species and agrees that
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act protects all nesting bird species from direct impacts. However,
it is not considered appropriate to consider direct or indirect effects to be a significant impace
for non-MSCP covered (avian) species. Due to the documented sensitivity of gratcatchers
and raprors to disturbance, it is generally recognized by scate and federal jurisdictions that
construction activities in the vicinity of nesting gnatcatcher and raptors can result in the
abandonment of nests. Mitigation is proposed to avoid direct impacts to gnatcatchers during
the breeding season {March 1 through August 13), see mitigation measure 5.3-7 in the EIR.
There is some debate about how much of an effect construction noise has on the breeding
success of non-covered species. There is no scientific evidence published which supports the
ronclusion that construction noise would significantly impact the reproductive success of ali
breeding birds. Therefore, the Wildlife Agencies have taken a conservative approach in their
interpreracion of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Fish and Game Code by suggesting that
the applicant observe a 300-foot buffer around all active bird nests {even thuse of common
species that are not considered sensitive). Pursuant to CEQA and in accordance with the
MSCP Subarea Plan, it is not considered appropriate for the City to impose mitigation o
a project for less than significant impaces ta bird species that are not listed or considere.
sensitive by the Wildlife Agencies.

£9
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Adlison Sherwood (FWS-SDG-1296.2) Enclosure, Page 2

ensure no direct impacts to active avian fiestg, construction activities (including vegetation
clearing and grubbing) within or adjacent to avian nesting habitat should occur outside of
the avian breeding season (January 15 to August 31}, or sconer if a2 qualified biologist
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Wildlife Agencies that &ll nesting activities on site
are complete. Additionally, we recomrnend that pre-consiniction surveys be performed by
a City-appraved biologist to determine the presence or absence of nesting birds within 300-
feet (500-feet for raptors) of the construction area prior to the initiation of construction-
related activitics if construction (other than vegetation clearing and grubbing) should occur
during the breeding season. The pre-construction surveys should be conducted within 10
calendar days prior to the start of construction, and the resulis submitted to the City for
review and approval prior to initiating any construction activities. If nesting birds are
detected, a City-approved biotogist should prepare and submit to the City for review and
approval a mitigation plan to ensure that disturbance of breeding activities is avoided. The

biologist should implement the City-spproved mitigation plan to the satisfaction of the
Qiry. .

Any planting stock brought cato the project site for landscaping should be first inspected by
a qualified pest inspector to ensure it is free of pest species that could invade natural areas,
including but not limited to, Argentine ants (/ridomyrmex humil), fire ants (Selenopsis
invicta) and other insect pests. Any planting stock found to be infected with such pests
should not be allowed on the project site or within 300 fect of aetural habitats. The stock
should be quaraotined, treated, or disposed of according Lo best management principles by
qualified experts in a manner that precludes invasions into natural habitats.

A8

<0€000

The following language has been added to the landscape design guidelines for the project on
file with the City: Any planting stock brought onto the project site far landscaping should be
first inspected by a qualified pest inspector to ensure it is free of pest species that could invade
natural areas, including but not limited to, Argentine ants (Iridemyrmex humif), fire ants
(Solenopris invicta) and other insect pests. Any planting stock found to be infected with such
pests should not be aliowed on the project site or within 300 feet of natural habitats. The
infected stock shall be quarantined, treated, or disposed of according to best management
principles by qualified experrs in a manner that precludes invasions into natural habitats,
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION
P.0. BOX 452000
SAN DIEGO, CA §2145-2000

11163
CPEL/44675
April 9, 2007

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES CENTER
ATTN ALLISON SHERWCOD

1222 FIRST AVENUE MsS 501
SAN DIEGO CA 92101-41%55

RE: UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY PLAN; SALK INSTITUTE MASTER PLAN: 10010
NORTH TORREY PINES ROAD, JOB ORDER NUMBER 42-3122, PN 44675, APN
142-010-38

Dear Ms. Sherwood,

This is in responee ta the March 2007 Salk Institute Maaster Plan
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) which addresses future
development within the Univeraity Community Planning area.

The proposed site is contained within the "MCAS Miramar AICUZ
Study Area” identified in the 2005 Air Inatallations Compatible
Use Zones {(AICUZ) Update for Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)
Miramar. This area will be affected by operations of military
fixed and rotary-wing aircraft transiting . to and from MCAS
Miramar. The project is located within the adopted 2004 MCAS
Miramar Airport Influence Area (AIA) and outside the 60 dB
Community Noise Eguivalent Level (CNEL) noise contoura. The
proposed project is consistent with AICUZ land use compatibility
guidelines for Miramar cperations.

This location will experience noise impacts from the Seawolf
Flight Corridor for fixed-wing operations. The site will also
experience noise impacts from the Beach and Fairways Flight
Corriders for helicopter operations.

Occupants will routinely aee and hear fixed and rotary-wing
aircraft and experience varying degrees of neime and vibration,
Consequently, we are recommending full disclcseure of noise and
vigual impacts to all initial and subsegquent purchasers, lesgees,
or other potential occupants.

Bl

£0t000

The Institute is located approximarely 5 miles west of MCAS Miramar. As stated in the
comment, the nearest flight corridor for fixed-wing operations associated with MCAS is the
Seawolf Departure Corridot, and the nearest helicopter operations carridors are the Beach
and Fairways corridors, all of which are located to the north of the project site.  As stated
in the EIR (page 5.1-13), the City recognizes that the Salk campus is located wichin the
MCAS Miramar Airport [nfluence Area, that it is currently subject to routine overflights
by military aircraft, and that chis condirion is expected to continue in the future. Alchough
people residing or working at the Jostitute would be exposed to varying degrees of noise
and vibration from aircraft, flights near the Institute are not low enough or frequent enough
to create significant vibration impacts, and noise associated with overflight acrivities would
constitute only a nuisance, The applicant is currently seeking a consistency determination for
the proposed project with regard to the operations of MCAS Miramar from the San Diego
County Regional Airport Authority (acting as the Airport Land Use Commission) and wil!
obtain it prior to the construcrion of new buildings.

RTC-10
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CP&L/44675
April 9, 2007

Normal hours of cperation at MCAS Miramar are as follows:

Bl Monday through Thursday 7:00 a.m. to 12:00 midnight
Friday . 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
Cont, Saturday, Sunday, Holidays 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.

MCAS Miramar is a master air station, and as such, can operate 24
hours per day. 7 dayes per week. Fiscal and manpower constraints,
as well as efforts to reduce the ncise impacts of our operations
on the surrounding community, impose the above hours of cperation.
Circumstances frequently arise which reguire an exteneion of these
operating hours.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this land use proposal.
If we may be of any further assistance, please contact Mr. Juan
Lias at (BS8) S77-6601.

. b, RNTUN
Community Planes and Liaison Officer
By direction of the Commanding Officer

Copy to:

City of San Diego, Project Manager, Laura Black
University Community Planning Group, Chair, Linda Colley
San Diego County Regicnal Airport Authority, Linda Johnson

S .19
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GLAIE OF CALF QRIA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
18 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 384

BACRAMENTO, CA BSE14

(19) 8538251

Fmn {919) 8378300

Wats Snte wrwrw.nev.cugoy

*-Mmidl: ¢u_nahc@pachell.nel

Apil 25, 2007

Ms. Alfison Sherwood
CITY OF 8AN DIEGOD
1222 First Avanue, M5 501
Sen Disgo, CA B2101

Dear M3. Shetwood:

Thank you for the opportunity to commant on the abovereferariced documtent Tha Native Ametican
Herltage Commission fs the state's Trustee Agency for Native American Cuftural Resources. The CaRfomta
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) raquires that any projact thet causes a substantinl advarse change in the
significance of an fmuﬁcul rasource, that inctiudes archasologicel rescurces, is a 'significant effect’ requiring the

of an Envir | iImpact Report (EIR) per CEQA guidefines § 15084.5(b)(c}. [n order to comply with
this provision, the lead agency i required to asgees whather the project will have an adverse impact on thess
resources within the nunolwtamld effect (APEY. and if 50, o mitigate that sffact. “To adequainly sssesa the
project-related impacts on h , the G ydu the g sction:
\i thcl the nppmpdth Clhfemil Hiwtorle Rl-mufeu Information Centar {CHRIS). Cnmld information for the
C'rﬁel you h Hiabt frorn tha State Office of Historic Presarvation (918/653-727a)
’ i ster.pdl The record search will determine:
*  Ifapat nnho enﬂu APE hu bun pmvlomly surveyad for culturel resources.
»  Wany known culturel rescurces have already been recorded in of adiacent fo the APE,
* I the probabiiity b iow, moderete, or high lhatcmum resourcen are kocated in the APE.
= if & survey is required fo determine wheth d cuttur) rResources ere pr-um.
¥ It an nrchasological Inventory survay is Tlmﬂmf the ﬂnnl xtage ls the preparation of a professional report detslling
lht fndingm and racommendations of the records search end fiskd aurvey.
Tha finel report contalning site forms, sits significance, and mitips shuitd ba subrmithed
tmmedistety to the pianning departmaent. Al infortation regardng site locath Nstive Amarican human
remaing, and exsociated funeraty objects khould be in 8 s and nat be made
availabte for pubic dacicaure.
*  The final written report should ba submitted wittir: 3 monthe after work has besn completed to the appropriata
regions! archasological information Cents:,
¥ Contact the Native American Heritage Comm} {NAHC] for:

* A Sacred Lande Fiis (SLF) asarch of the project ares and Information on tribel contacts in the project

vicinky that may have sddtonal cuftural resource information. Humpmdd-muﬂhmmmum

citation format to wssist with the Sached Lands File ssarch raquest USGSH 7.5 tinute quaidaticly shsticn

with nama. townghin, tance and section, .
«  The NAHC sdvises the una of Native American Monitom to ensure propet idertification and care given cutturel
that may be d. The NAHC recommenids that conisct be made with Native Amerdcan
Contacts on the aitached s to gt thatr input on potentiad project |rnp-ct (APE)
i‘ Lack of surfece evidencs of archeciogical dows not p
Lead nq-ndnnhmndhﬁmhmwndﬂm plan ptwidomrothldoﬂlﬁﬂﬁm end svafuation of
il hectogical rescurces, per Ca¥fomia Environmantal Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5 (1)
in srens of idantifted nrehndndr.-li sensitivity, & cortifind archaeologist and e culturally effitated Native
Ametican, with knowiedge in cultural , should monttor sl ground-disturbing sciivites.
*  Lead agencies should include in their mlﬁgudnn plan provisiona for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in
consuitation with cuttunally affilistwd Native Americans.
v Lead agencies should inciude provisions for o y of Native Amaeri
in thelr mitigation plansa.

hwman remeins of unmarked cematenes

e

Cl

Cc2
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It should be noted that the remaining actions recommended in the current NAHC letter
already have been carried out or will be implemented as project mitigation, and are
documented in Section 5.4, Historical Resonrces, of the EIR, as well as in response to comment
C2, below.

The Salk Institute campus has been surveyed several times over the years, as detailed on
page 5.4-6 of the EIR. No culrural resources were identified within the study area during
previous cultural resource monitoring (1992) of surveys (2000). And the most tecent sucvey,
an archacological field survey performed in 2009 for the proposed project, also revealed that
no cultural resources exist on site. Please note thar, in response ro the publication of the
Notice of Preparation for the Salk Institute Master Plan EIR, the Native American Heritage
Commission {NAHC) sent a letter to the City documenting the Sacred Lands File records
search it performed for the Salk Institute campus. The lecter, dared November 24, 2004,
indicated that che records search failed to turn up any Native American cultural resources in |
the immediate project area. The findings of the 2004 Sacred Lands File records search ar
documented on page 5.4-6 of the EIR and the NAHC lecter is included in Appendix A to
the EIR, In addition, a literature review and archival records search for the institure campus
was conducted at the South Coast Information Center ac San Diego State University, which
is the California Historic Resources [nformation Center (CHRIS) in San Diego Couaty, in
preparation for the 2005 survey. The CHRIS search also failed to indicate che presence of
Native American cultural resources on campus, !

it should also be noted that a Native American Contacts list similar to the one atvached to
this EIR comment letter was attached to the 2004 NAHC letter. The City initiated a Native
American consultation on the project with the appropriate tribes as required by Government
Code Section 65352.3, and continues to consult with the responsive tribal represencarives in
accordance with state law.
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"+ cEQa Guidelines, Section 15084 5(d) requires the lsad apency to werk with the Natve Americans Identified

C2 by this Commission if the inital Study identifies the presence of lkety pressnce of Native Amstican human
{emaine within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provida for agreamants with Native Amaricen, identified by the
NAHC, to assure tha approp and dig: I of Native Amert human and any ji
CU“[ grave lleny.

'J Henm\ ang s:l'uty Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097 88 and Sec. §15084.5 (d) of the CEQA
1o be Tolk d In the avemt of an accidentsl decavery of any human remains in o
locatnn oﬂm man a d-dmad camnetaty,

a Singlaten

Program Anstyat
Cc: sm'- Cles

Adtschmuant: List of Natve American Contacts

C2 cont, Lt

Although no culrural resources curned up on site in the records searches, none were observedC)
during field surveys or are known to exist on site, and the City does not anticipace theg %
accidental discovery of any such resources or human remains. Nevertheless, it has been
determined, based on information received from the Native American community during the &¥%
8B 18 Consulracion process, that the possibility. exists for unknown buried cultural resources

to be uncovered during site preparation, excavation and grading operations. Therefore,
mitigation in the form of archaeological and Native American construction monitoring is
required, including specific provisions for the discovery of human remains, as detailed in
Section 3.4 of the EIR and in the project Mitigation Monitering and Reporting Program.
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Native Amarican Contacts

Ewliaapaayp Tribal Office
Harlan Pinto, Sr., Chalrparson

PQ Box 2250 Kumeyaay
Alpine + CA 9903-2250

wmlwlln@leanlngrock net
(B819) 445-6315 - volce

(818) 445-9126 - tax

Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Natlon
Leroy J. Efott, Chalrparson

PO Box 1302 Kumeyaay
Boulevard + CA 81905

{619} 766-4930

{618) 766-4657 Fax

Sanla Ysabel Band of Disguano Indians
Johnny Hemandez, Spokasman

PO Box 130 Diegueno
Santa Ysabet . GA 92070

bfandle Sglm@yahoo .GOMm

(760) 7850320 Fax

Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation
Danny Tucker, Chalrperson

San Diego County
Al 25, 2007

Vigjas Band of Mission Indlans
Bobby L. Barmrett, Chafrperson

PO Box 508 Diegueno/Mumeyaay
Alpine . CA 91903
daiqguuar@vlelas-nsn.gov

(619} 445-3810

(619) 445-5337 Fax

Kumaeyaay Cultural Historic Committee

Ron Christman

58 Viejas Grade Hoad . Diegueno/Mumeyaay
Alpina ., CA 92001

(619) 445-0385

Campo Kumeyaay Nation

H. Pau! Cuero, Jr., Chalrperson
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - RESQURCES ACENCY
e

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
San Diego Caast District
4477 Pacific Highway

AUTH COLEMAN, DIRECTOR

W san Diego, California 92110

{619) 688-3260
Fax (619) 683-3229

April 25, 2007
Dear Allison Sherwood,

Thank you for providing us with the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Salk
Institute Master Plan. California State Parks understands that the project involves
construction of a new scientific research facility and accessory usas, including
temporary residential quarters and a day care facility for employaes on the existing

Salk Institute campus. We have an interest In the proposed project because the Salk’

Institute is located adjacent to Torrey Pines State Reserve (TPSR), and as such are

concerned that the proposed project would reduce or degrade sensitive habitats
linked to it.

After reviewing the EIR we are most concerned about the following issues: reduction
of native plant species; reduction of wildlife habitat; an increase in site instability and

erosion; and hydrological alteration,

Bivlogic Resources

* We disagrea with the classification of the chapamal on north-facing slopes as
Southern Mixed Chaparral and balieve it would be more appropriately represented as
Southem Maritime Chaparral. This determination is consistent with the City of San
Diego's definition of Southern Maritime Chaparrat wherein any designated plant need
not be dominant, "only present, to be considered as an indicator of Southern
Maritime Chaparral” {Guidelines for Conducting Biology Surveys). We are aware of
the presence on the sile of at least one designated species, Nuttall's scrub oak
(Quercus dumosa). Southern Maritime Chaparral is an increasingly rare vegetation
type in coastal Southern Catifornia. As a result, this site, as well as other stands of
native habitat within close proximity {o-the coast, should be viewed as a resaurce

waorthy of preservation.

* Several sensitive species with high likelihood 1o oceur on site were not discussed in

the EIR. All of these spacies are present at the adjacent TPSR, and include, yet are
not jimited to: Scuth Coast saliscale (Alviplex pacifica), woven-spore lichen
{Texosporium sancti-jacotM), and peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), A pair of
peregrine falcons have been observed foraging near the proposed project site.

* In the table of sensitive animal species with potential to occur, the orange-throated
whiptail (Cremidophorus hyperythrus beldingi) is listed as “Mcderste” under
“Potential to Qccur.” 1t should be listed as “High™ givan that it is present in similar
habitats at TPSR.

ns[

* Under "Sensitive Plant Species,” the EIR maintains that with the implementatlon of
mitigation efforts, “significant” impacts would occur 1o populations of Nuttall's scrut
cak. Q. dumosa, however, is a CNPS 18.1 listed species, considered “rare,

ARNOLD SCHWARIENEGCER, Covernor
————

Di

D2

D3

D4

D5

The commenter's concerns are acknowledged and responses to the concerns are provided
below.

As noted in Section 3.1.5 of the project Biological Technicat Report (BTR) and on page 5.3-3
of the BIR, [t}he City’s Guidelines for Conducting Biological Surveys, Attachment [ (City
2002¢) provides information to distinguish southern maritime chaparral from southern mixed

chaparral. Within these guidelines, the City has identified ten plant species as indicators of

southern maritime chaparral; of these species, only Nuttall's scrub oak (Quercns dumosa) was
ohserved on site during vegetation mapping. Although the definition of southern maritir
chaparral as noted in the comment states that any designated species (i.e., Nuttall's scrub oak,
need not be dominant, but only present to be considered an indicator of southern maritime
chaparral, the City does not strictly apply that definition and agrees with the vegecation
mapping done by the project biology consultant, Please note that several specimens of
Nuctall's scrub gak are found in Diegan coastal sage scrub on site (see BIR Figure 5.3-1), and
that the trees’ presence within that habitac does not dictate the habitat's classification,

While the noted species [i.e., South Coast saltscale (Arriplex pacifica), woven-spore lichen
(Texosporsnm sancti-jacebi), and peregrine falcon (Faleo peregrinusy} may be present in the adjacent
Totrey Pines State Reserve (TPSR), they were not detected or observed on site during surveys
conducted for the EIR or documented in reports summarizing previous surveys of the sire,
thus they are not discussed in the EIR. Table 5.3-2 of the EIR has been revised to include
South Coast saltscale, and Table 5.3-3 of the EIR has been revised to include peregrine falcon,
due to their potential to occur on site. Woven-spore lichen is not a federal or state listed
species, not is it a California Native Plant Society (CNPS) listed species. This species also is
not covered under the City's MSCP and its potential to occur is extremely low. These faces,
combined with its absence from the project site, therefore, render it unsuirable for inclusion
i Table 5.3-2 or discussion eisewhere in the EIR.

Given the species” presence in the adjacent TPSR, the potential to occur for orange-throated
whiptail (Crnemidophorns hyperythrus beldingi) has been changed from moderate to high in Table
5.3-3 of the EIR. ’

Although the California Native Plant Society considers Nuttall's scrub oak sensitive, & status
that the City recognizes, it is not a federal or state listed or a MSCP narrow endemic (ie.,
covered) species. The project design has been refined and all the Nuttall's scrulb oak would be
preserved in an on-site conservation easement, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR.

60£000
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Ms. Allison Sherwood
April 25, 2007
Page 2 -

threatened, or endangered in CA and elsewhere,” and thus any impact could be
considered significant. As this species is also a determinant of an axtremely rare
vegelation type, impacts are of increased concern,

* The proposed plan o mitigate for Torrey pines {Pinus torreyana) impacted during
construction calls for the replacement of all Torrey pines in the landscape. To avoid
hybridization, all replacement trees should be of subspecies forreyana, and not of
subspecies insularis.

* In the paragraph mentioning the Brush Management Zone, the EIR neglects to
mention that many exctic invasive plant species are adapted to high levels of habitat
disturbance. While "no significant impacts” may be seen to native plants in Zone 2,
invasive species are more likely 1o recruit to these habitats in high numbers, and as
such may contribute to the long-term degradation of the site,

* There are both short-term and long-term affects upon sensitive wildlife species that
may result from construction and maintenance-related noise, as well as nighttime
lighting. Furthermore, there may be long-term affects on bird montality from the
increased surface area of windows on the propased site. These should be
considered in your analysis and project design so as to disclose and iessen potential
project impacts.

Hydrology

* Due to the enlargement of impermeable surfaces and ornamental landscaping for
the proposed project, we are concerned that the drainages below the site may
receive urban runoff. This could contribute to progressive bluff erosion and
successive recruitment of invasive nonnative plants, including pampas grass
{Cortaderia selloana), giant reed (Arundo donax), and others,

Again, Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment. We hope for a well-
thought out project that is sensitive to preservation of critical habitat that form the
core of San Diego. .

Sincerely,
7\#«4’1«; G. (00

Ronilee A, Clark, Superintendent
San Diego Coast District

cc: Darren Smith, Environmental Scientist, California State Pafks

DG

D7

128

D9

D10

The project landscape design guidelines use the Torrey pine subspecies forreyana in project P

landscaping.

The text on page 5.3-29 of the BIR acknowledges that brush management “could result in a loss
of habitat value and/or invasion of non-native plants.” It should be noted that the existing EIR
discussion states that implementation of the project Habitat Management Plan (HMP) would
ensure that brush management on the Salk site would not result in exotic species invasion. As
noted in the HMP, the targeted removal of four exotic species, chosen for their severity as noxious
exotic vegetation in the area, would begin concurrent with construction of the firse building
under the proposed project and the Salk Institute will conduct ongoing exotic species control
activities as described in Section 5.2 of the HMP Specifically, the [nstituce will be responsible for
removing populations of all exotic plant species included in the California Invasive Plant Cour

ACal-IPC) species lists. Zero Tolerance Species {including species ranked High by Cal-1PCy will 1.,

identified and mapped during initial site visits to the preserve areas (i.e., Multi-iHabitat Planning
Ares, which include somne areas of brush management Zone 2), and such species will be removed
within two weeks after their discovery. Focused weeding events also will take place in January/
February and again in April/May, with additional weeding to oceur as needed throughout the
remainder of the year. Prevention/reduction of exotic species introduction will be an on-going
process.

Noise and lighting effects were considered in the project design and analysis contained in the
EIR (see page 5.3-27). (ndirect impacts upon sensitive wildfife resulting from construction- and
operations-related noise are analyzed on page $.3-27 of the EIR. Operation of the proposed
project was nort found ta generate or introduce noises that would significantly impact or interfere
with wildlife utilization of che MHPA. Short-term construction noise impacts, however, were
found to be potentially significant and micigation in the form of noise monitoring and noise
walls is included in Biological Resources micigation measure $.3-7. Nighttime lighcing of the
project site, during both construction and operational phases, was found to involve less than
significant impacts due to the incorporation of project design measures and design guideiines ro
prevent light dispersion into the adjacent MHPA. Specifically, as noted on page 5.3-27 of ¢!
EIR, existing overhead lighting in the northern portion of the project site adjacent to the MH
would be removed, and all new outdoor project lighting inscalled adjacent to open space would
be shielded and directed away from such sensitive areas. Reflective glass is not permitted by che
Design Guidelines and recessed windows ate encouraged; therefore impacts to birds would be
minimized.

As noted in response to comments L2 and L3 from San Diego Coastkeeper, the propused project
would manage and reduce the levels of conscruction and post-development scormwater runoff
discharged from the site through the incarporation of numerous existing and proposed site design,
source control and treacment control best management practices (BMPs), effectively limiting
downstream erosion potential through overall reductions (n discharge velocity. Please refer to
response to comment D7 above, and the project EVRP and HMP for details of the pruposed
targer and removal strategy for invasive non-native plants, specifically including pampas grass
(Cortaderia selloana) and other noxious exotic species.

Comment noted.
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To: Ms. Allison Sherwood, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center

1222 Ist Ave, Mail Stop 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: University city planaing group comments on the Salk EIR
From: Litda Colley, Chairperson, University City Planning Group
Date: May 3, 2007

Dear Ms. Sherwood: ‘

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Salk DEIR. While there is
much that is good in the Salk Institute’s DEIR, this report addresses a few issues that our
comenittes has agreed are problematic. Our comments are indicated by bolding, The
issues will be taken up in the following order: Acreage and Development Intensity;
Parcel Subdivision; Environmentally Sensitive Lands and the MHPA; Project EIR vs.
Program EIR; the South Mesa Location for the Day Care Facility; other aliernatives,

Please contact me if there are any questions about this submission.

Sincgtely

e

Einda Colley
UCPG, Chair

L. Acreage and Development Intensity
1. The UC Plan (p. 165) lists the following for Salk Institute: 26,88 acres, 500,000 SF for
Scientific Research. Yet the DEIR (p. 3-16) lists the site at 26.3 acres, or 97.8% of the
stated UC Plan acreage. The DEIR should thus reduce the dcvelofmenl intensity
proportionately: an equivalent percentage appiied to the proposed 500,000 sqoare
feet, reduces the development intensity to 489,211 square feet, a reduction of 10,789

square feet,

T1€000

+

El Comment noted. A reduction in development intensity due to site acreage is not appropriate,
as described in response to comment N32 from Courtney Coyle. -
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E2

E3

2. The UC Plan states (p. 164): “The development intensity allocations . . . are no
intended as a development right, but are subject to other considerations such as site and
building designing, zoning requirements and other limitations . . .” The DEIR fails to
disclose that the 500,000 SF (or 489,211 SF if the 26.3 acres is correct) is not
intended as a development right, but is subject to oiher considerations as listed in

the UC Plan,

3. While the underlying zone is RS-1-7 (single unit residential), the UC Plan classifies the
parcel’s use as scientific reseasch within the Torrey Pines Subarea. The DEIR (p. E5-6}
states: “Therefore all uses would be consistent with the development regulations for the
residential designation.” Nevertheless, the DEIR (p. 3-18) states that in order to build
the day c.n:e center, the Salk Institute is requesting:

a. An amendment 1o the existing Conditional Use Permit {CUP), Permit No. 3841,

b. An amendment 1o the exisling Coastal Development Permit/Hiilside Review

Permit/CUP No. 96-1140.
In addition, the DEIR states the Salk Institute needs a Master Planned Development
Permit “to allow expansion of previously conforming uses in conformance with the land
use designation in the University Community Plan”, Please confirm that these include
both the temporary housing and the day care center, Please clarify what
amendments or other changes are required to atlow the temporary bousing, and
whether attached buildings, s proposed, require any amendments,
_4. The construction of the day care center and the temporary housing on the south mesa
would involve very significant environmental impacts that would not occur were one of
both built elsewhere on the project site. {The impact of this construction, particularly that
of the day care facility, is taken up in greater detail in a subsequent section.} Given the
number of amendments nceded to allow these uses, the DEIR should provide
overwhelming justification for (he location of each of them on the sonth mesa, Yet
the DEIR fails to provide a reasonable range of aiternative locations or a fall
explenation of why NO other alternative to the south mesa is possible for the day

care center or the temporsry housing.

E2

E3

E4

As described in response to comment N36 from Courrney Coyle, the applicant requested
the maximum allowable development intensity for the site and does not contend cthat it has
a “development right” to 500,000 square feet. The analysis in the EIR analyzes to what
extent the proposed projece is consistent with the policies of the City, including considerations
referenced by the commenter under the University Community Plan, as well as the applicable
provisions of the SDMC. As described in the Preface to the Final EIR, the applicant has
subsequently decided to eliminate the daycare facility and temporary housing quarcers from
the current application, which reduces the project square footage to 476,000.

The previously conforming uses referenced in che EIR are the scientific research and support
uses thae exist today, as allowed by the existing entitlements listed on page 3-1 of the EIR,
Amendments to existing permits and new permits are required to construct all new buildings
on campus as described on pages 3-18 and 3-19 of the EIR.

The EIR is an information document that provides an analysis of the project, as proposed
by the applicant, and alternatives to the proposed project where significant impacts are
anticipated. Providing an “overwhelming justification” beyond meeting the project objectives,
as requested by the commenter, is not required by CEQA and is not an appropriate topic for
an EIR. Two of the five alternatives analyzed show the daycare facility on the north mesa.
An off-site location for any of the project elements was tejected as discussed on page 8-3
of the EIR. The applicant, however, has subsequently determined thar it is more efficient
and economical to provide daycare and housing off site and has wichdrawn their proposal to
construct such uses on site, Revisions have been integrated into the Final EIR. A reasonable
range of alternatives is discussed in the EIR, for the various reasons described in responses to
comments N24, N33 and N34 from Courtney Coyle.

212000
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11. Parcel subdivision

1. Salk is requesting a Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) to divide the parcel into four legal
parcels {(ES-7, p. 3-16 and Figure 3-8). The DEIR {ails to address the fact that this would
allow Salk to sell off any of the parcels in the future. This possibility threatens the very
basis of the understanding when the people of San Diego voted to donate what was public
park land to the Salk Instituie specifically for a scientific research institute. Appendix C
describes this history:

“Soon after, on April 26, 1960, the San Diego City Council voted to grant
the approximately twenty-seven-acre site to the Salk Institute, then known
as The Institute for Biology at Torrey Pines.47 This followed a public
clection in which San Dicgans voted overwhelmingly to donate the parcel
to Salk for the purpose of building a scientific research institute. Six
meonths later, in a hearing dated January 18, 1961, the City signed an
agreement with Jonas Salk, conveying a portion of Pueblo Lot 1324 (o the
Institute with the proviso that the name be changed to the “The Institute
for Biology at San Diego.” (Appendix C)

The DEIR must fully analyze the lega! and public trust issues that would resuit from
dividing the land into four parcels. According to Satk spokespeople, the people of San
Biego who voted io donate this {and to the Salk Institule for a biological institute would
have no say over whether the institute sold off a portion (or alb) of this gift. Nor would
the people of San Diego receive any of the profit. The DEIR fails to address these issues.
The DEIR must incfude a full analysis that includes, but is not limited to the
foltowing: what wonld be legally possible in terms of selling off the parcels, what
process the new owners wonld be required to go through in order to change the nses
or intensities, what would happen with the proceeds of the sale, and apy other legal,
financial or land use issues that the subdivision of the property might entnil in either

the short or the long term.

Ta the face of this threat that the gift donated to the Salk Enstitute could be sold off,

E5

The applicant cannot sell off che parcels of land created by the VTM, for the various reasons
described in response to comment N4 from Courtney Coyle. There are no legal or public
crust issues associated with subdividing the Salk Institute parcel other than as discussed in
the EIR. The reasons for which the applicant is requesting the VTM are stated in the EIR
and summarized in response to comment N4. Construction may not occur sequentially,
depending on the availability of financing and research opportunities. For this reason, che
applicant needs the flexibility to be able to obtain more than one construction loan at a time,
which requires subdivision of the property so that separate loans can be cbtained on separate
parcels.

RTC-
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. the DEIR must provide a compelling rationale for dividing tbe parcel into four legal

parcels. The DEIR fails to de this. It states the purpase is construction financing.
However, the DEIR alse states that the projects will be built out over “several decades” —
30 to 50 years. The DEIR fails to acknowledge that this extended time fraroe v;'ould
allow construction loans to be paid off sequentially, thus undercotting the rationale
given in the DEIR for subdivision. Moreaver, the vagueness of (he construction timing
given in the DEIR means that there is no substantial evidence that construction financing
would in fact be a problem, and if it were a problem, that it would be such an
insurmountable impediment that it would justify the risk that this land donaled to the
Institute by the people of San Diego could be sold off. Moreover, in raising the problem
of coastruction {inancing as such & major issue for the Institute, the DEIR actually raises
the specter of one or more parcel being sold off in the future to help fund either new
construction or on-going financial necds, The DEIR must address 2l these issnes and

provide substantial evidence of its need to divide the parcel

—_—

2. The DEIR states that the VTM would also “vest certain project approvals to facilitate
development of proposed facilities over the length of the project build out period (ie.,
several decades). This language is far too vague. The DEIR fails to justify why Salk
should receive project approvals for projects that would occur over a period that could
stretch to 50 years with no further environmental review, Please list exactly what these

approvals are and how they would be justified.

e

II1. Environmentally Sensitive Lands and the MHPA

1. Of the total 26.34-acre campus, 6.2 acres of land will remain undevetoped, a portion of
which will be donated to the City for habitat preservation {Appendix C, p. 51} There are
currently .32 acres of MHPA on the project site, and additional MHPA land occurs
tmmediately west of the Salk Institute property boundaries.

The DE!R states that the basic objectives in¢lude developing a project that “enhances and

expands environmental protection for environmentally sensitive arcas on site by

E7

V1000

The VTM gives the applicant the vested right to develop the project in substantial conformance
with the laws and ordinances in eifect at the time the application is deemed complete. As
each building moves forward, the City will review the applicarion and make a derermination
as to whecher it is in substantial conformance with the analysis and conclusions reached in
this EIR (i.e., the project will undergo the substantial conformance review {SCR] process). If,
5{) years from now or at any other time, the substantial conformance determination cannot
be made, a supplemental CEQA document would be prepared. The City’s SCR process is
described in SDMC Section 126.0112. In addition to the approvals listed on page 3-18 of the
EIR, the approvals required for further development that would be subject to the SCR process
include grading permits and building permits for construction of the individual buildings
and other improvements concemplated by the proposed project. See response to comment
N6 from Courtney Coyle for further discussion of the SCR process and its application co the
project.

The dayeare facility and temporary housing are no longer proposed on site and instead th
south mesa would remain undeveloped and be placed in a conservarion easement, as described
in the Preface to the Final EIR. . With these project refinements in place, the project would
preserve 1.27 acres in the MHPA. Of the 1.3 acres proposed w be added to the MHPA,
none are required to mitigate for direct loss of resources on site (see Table 5.3-6 in the EIR).
Approgimately 0.05 acre is needed ro offset area that would be removed from the MIHPA
by grading and Zone 1 brush management (of which anly 0.02 acre is sensitive habitar},
Therefore, the Refined Project Design would achieve its obiective of expanding cnvironmental
protection for environmentally sensitive areas on site by dedicating more Jand ro the MHPA
than is required by the MSCP Subarea Plan, improving water quality in the MHPA by adding
BMPs o drainage structures, removing exotic vegetation from the site and limiting access
to the MHPA through fencing and othet structural impediments. See response to comment
N26 from Courtney Coyle for furcher discussion of the MHPA dedication.
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adding land to the City’s MHPA." (p. 3-3, p. ES-5) The DEIR states it will add a net
3.22 acres to the MHPA. However, the DEIR should explain that placing the day
care center aod the temporary housing en the south mesa runs counter to this
objective. The DEIR should explain that this is due to the multiple temporary and
E7 permanent impuch of these projects on the south mesa, lncluding: the project
cont. footprint and cosstruction iropacts for each; the need o widen the road from 12’ to
26'; the need to add 40 new parallel parking spaces and a fire truck turn aronnd;
and the need to conduct brush management regularly around the projeets, which
would require the regular removal and thinning of native vegetation. The DEIR
should clearly state that locating these projects on the soath mesa greatly increases
the impacts environmentally sensitive areas and decreases the amount of land that

could be added to the MHPA.

2. The DEIR misleads the public and decision makers by citing the mitigation required
for putting the day care center and temporary housing on (he south mesa to tout the

E8 environmental benefits of the proposed project. The DEIR thus uses backwards logic: we
had to impact the south mesa in order to provide the benefits of mitigation. The DEIR
should clarify that in fact, if tbese projects were not placed on the south mesa, far
greater environmental benefits of the project would be possible. The DEIR should
cxplsin how many acres on the south mesa would be preserved and that in addition,
the Salk Institute could make a boundary adjustment to the MHPA and endow its

maintenance even if the project does not impact the south mesa.

3. The DEIR sheuld clzrify the following statement about the North Mesa
Intensified Development Alternative: “Although this alternalive would reduce direct
E9 project impacts to biological resources {upland habitat) to less than significant levels due
1o the elimination of grading on the south mesa, significant indirect impacts on the
MHPA would still occur, while no increased protection of sensitive upland habitat on the
south mesa or vernal pools on the north mesa would occur. Indirect biological impacts
would be mitigable under this altemative.” {p. ES-14) The DEIR should explain that the

North Mesa Intensified Deveiopment Altenative woujd actually resull in far mere

protection of sensitive upland habitat on the south mesa.

]

E8

g3€000

The project applicant is no longer proposing to construct the daycare facility and temporary
housing quarters on the south mesa; a conservation easernent would be placed over the south
mesa, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR. Two aiternatives feature no development
on the south mesa (i.e., Neighborhood Proposed Alternative and North Mesa Intensified
Development Alternative). As described in the alternatives section of the EIR, less MHPA
would be dedicated on the south mesa under those conditions since the biological mitigation
requirements would be much less. Similar to the two project alternatives noted herein, the
Refined Project Design's conservation easement on the south mesa would not be shifted to
the MHPA because the project’s mitigation obligation would be satisfied on the norch mesa,
See response to comment E7 above and response to comment N26 from Courtney Coyle for
further discussion of the MHPA adjustment.

As stated above in response to comment E8 of this lecter and in the Preface to the Final EII
more MHPA would not be dedicated if the south mesa remains undeveloped. The lana
would remain undevetoped but outside the MHPA since the applicant’s mitigation obligation
could be satisfied on the north mesa (as described on page 8-16 of the EIR). Therefore,
the MHPA dedication and habitat management would be less under any alternative that
avoids impacts to the south mesa. The additional explanation requested by this comment
is unnecessary since the EIR already fully describes che impacts to habitat that would resule
from the proposed project and each of the various alternatives.
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E10

Ell

E12

4. Again, the DEIR should similarly correct the misleading implication io the
following description of the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative (p. 8-
1y

“The purpose of (his altenative would be to minimize direct project impacis to sensitive
biolegical (upland) project areas.” (p. 8-12). 1t would eliminate development on the
southern mesa by shifting the daycare facility and houstng units to a location atop (e
parking structure on the north mesa. This is accurate. {Jowever, the DEIR goes on to
state (p. 8-13). “the MHPA boundary adjustment would be much smaller in size and

would only involve land on the rorth mesa since less biological habitat mitigation would

Aot have to be smaller and could in fact inclode mere land on the south mesa

IV. Project EIR vs. Program EIR

The DEIR states that this is a project EIR (Exceutive Summary), Yet the projects are
vague and to eccur over “several decades.” This is an inappropriate use of a project EIR.
Projects that are to occur over such a long period of time require subsequent
environmental review, The DEIR should be revised and re-circulated as a Program

EiR.

V. South Mesa Location for the Day Care Facility

The decision to place a day care center in the pristine south mesa is very problematic.
There are several good reasons for Salk to provide day care for its staff. It would help 1o
altract and keep staff, particularly younger staff and female staff who are mothers.
makes for better pareniing by reducing the worrying that working parents may have about
the welfare of their young children, and may provide convenient access 1o parents to visit
their young children during the day, to breast-feed infants, or to bring home a child who
has become sick. A daycare center handy to the workplace should reduce travel

overhead, increasing staff productivity. The problem with the DEIR's day care proposal

be needed...” The DEIR should clarify that the MHPA boundary adjustment would *

E10

Ell

Ei2

97€000

Comment noted. Refer ahove to responses to commenes E7 through E9 for elarification of
this matter.

As noted on pages ES-1 and 1-2 of the EIR, this document is a Project EIR pursuant to Section
15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines. As such, this EIR examines all phases of the project,
including planning, construction and operation. Because building footprints and massing are
currently available for the latter phases of the project and the applicanc is proposing Design
Guidelines to direct project implementacion, which the City extensively reviewed during the
application process, the level of project information was appropriate to prepare a Project-level
EIR. See response to comment N2 from Couttney Coyle for furcher discussion of this issue.

Under established CEQA principles and case law, an EIR must only consider a “reasonable
range” of alternatives. Crtizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 C3d 553, 366,
276 CR 410; City of Rancho Palos Verdes v. City Council (1976) 59 CA3d 869, 892, 129 CR .
173. The EIR sets forch five different alternatives, two that analyzed the project with nc
development on the south mesa and three others that analyzed a reduced and/or reconfigured
project, as well as the No Project alternative and an analysis of potential alternative locations
for the project. This wide-ranging analysis is more than sufficient to sacisfy the foregoing
stapdard under CEQA. Further discussion of this matrer is contained in responses to
comments N24, N33 and N34 from Courtney, Coyle.
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Ei3

El4

El5

El6

is that it would destroy a significant part of the south mesa. Salk should look at a wider

range of aliernative ways to provide day car that are less environmentally destructive.

Deletericus impacis of the sonth mesa location. There are some significant
deleterious impacts of the current proposat that include:
1. The day care building itself has a 12,000 ft.? footprint {DELR p. 3-4, Table 3-1) that
will permanently eliminate native plants and wildtlife from this area. Please clarify if
square footage of day care facility includes playground space or not. This is not

stated explicitly in the DEIR.

2. The plan is for a |0,000 square-foot playground (DEIR 3-9). This would also entirely
destroy the local native environment that supports it. Why is this playground planaed
to exceed ihe state requirement of 6000 sguare feet, particularly when the day care
program will bave a significant oumber of small and less mobile infants and
toddlers? [it should be noted that the alternative that relocates the center to the north
mesa would reduce the size of this playground to 6004 square fect. if a north mesa
location were chosen for the day care center, playground space could also be provided in
thie large area now plaoned for “turf” or native plants atop the parking s;truchn-e.] Please
define the term "turf."

3. The usc of construction equipment and lesting equipment on the south mesa, if
required will destroy more native babitat. During our May 1 tour, it was evident where &
large machine had left a path through the vegetation as it meved inte the south mesa to
drill down {as described by a spokesperson) 200 feet for core samples. Any other testing
that is required presumably will leave a similar or larger swath of destruction. Please
describe any future tests that would have a deleterious envirenmental impact, as
well as the consequences of these tests for the local environment, Also please
describe anticipated damage to the south mess caused by constrection of the day
care facility that is outside the footprint for the building and play area.

4. A 780 foot linear extension of Salk Institute Road would be constructed to provide
access to the day care facility and temporary housing quarters (DEIR, 3-16.) The existing

i)

E13  The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant; sce the Preface to the Final hIl{"J

14 The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to che Final E[P"
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

E13  The disturbance observed in the field was associated with geotechnical testing required for
the fault study and slope stability analysis required by City staff for the EIR analysis. Thac
disturbance was analyzed in a separate CEQA document prepared for vhe Site Development
Permit (SDP) required for that testing (SCH No. 2004121122). As stated in thar analysis,
the route taken to access the boring site and the boring site itself were sparsely vegetated
and caused less than 0.1 acre of impact on both the north and south mesas combined. Any
furure testing would have to occur within the footprint of project impacts defined in the EIF
Because the proposed project has changed, no geotechnical testing will be needed in the
future on the south mesa.

EI6  Development is no longer proposed on the south mesa by the applicant (see the Preface to the
Final EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.
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E17

E18

E1%

12-13 foot road would be doubled in width loward the residential area to the south
increasing in width 1o 26 feet, and depressing the road's height. Will construction of the
temporary residences alone, assuming that the day care facility is sited elsewhere
than the south mesa, require the same widening and depression of the existing Salk
Institute road? Construction and the lowering of the road will require removal of a
large quantity of soil. This will directly impact the mesa, and will create traffic by large
trucks to cart away this soil, The DEIR (in the Growth Inducement section 6-1, page
6-2) erroneously states that the project would not require the expansion of any
roads. It alao states that the development of the site would not open up & new area
to construction since there is little or no undeveloped land in the vicinity. The

reality is that the entire sonth mesa, approsimatety 8 acres, is undeveloped.

5. We learned on a tour of the site on May 1, 2007 that there would be an additional
paving of the area adjacent to the day care center to accommodate 26 parking spaces
(another 14 parking spaces would be allocated to the temporary residences) for
perpendicular pasking as well a5 a fire engine fum around (described in DEIR, page 3-9)
This would destroy another 18 foot swath of native habitat. It was asserted that this
additional paving was required by state regulations; plense detail the relevant

California day care regulations.

6. Direct negative impacts to the south mesa will include:
a. Loss of native vegetation and resident species,
b. Increased runoff from the mcreased pavement square footage,
c. Aesthetic impacts-the day care center will be constructed into a depression so
8s not 1o impact the world famous view, however the facility will be visible from
some of the offices housing staff and labs. A local resident reported that she
heard from Salk staff that they are enhappy about the impact that the day care
center will have on the south mesa. Salk should ensure that aspects of their plan to
enhance the institute’s capabilities do not have the counter productive effect of
demoralizing the Salk staff. Salk should assess staff sentiment about this south

El7

E18

El9

§1£000

No public roads would be expanded by the Refined Project Design, thercfore, these comment:
are not applicable. Nonetheless, language on page 6-2 of the Final EIR has been clarified to

reflect thar the proposed project “would not require expansion of any public roads”.

Development is no longer proposed on the south mesa by the applicant (see the Preface to the

Final EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

The proposed project has been modified so that no direct impaces would occur on the south
mesa, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR. These comments are not applicable o che

Refined Project Design.
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E19
cont.

E20

Bl

E21

E22

E23

E24

|

E25

mesa location for the day care center. Any objections by stafl to a proposed

approach should be taken into consideration in assessing alternatives.

7. There are also will inevitably be impacts to the residentizl neighborhood that abuts
Salk Institute Road {e.g. construction noise from widening/depression of road, traffic
naise, increased traffic noise, aesthetics, playground aoise, impact on local birds and

other wildlife, impacts of the retaining wall elc.)

a. The parcel is zoned RS-1-7 residential -the purpose of RS zones is to promote
oeighborhood quality, character and livability (DEIR 5.1-15). Therefore a CUP
is required that most analyze and mitigate consistency with adjacent uses.
The DEIR fails to conduct this snalysis but cencludes there will be no
impaet, ‘

b. The City's General Plan and the UC Community Plan similarly require that
industrial land uses be comnpatible with adjacent non-industrial uses (DEIR 5.1-
15). Salk should elaborate how the proposed day care facility satisfies the
City's General Plan and the UC Community Plan.

¢. Master PDP criteria include that the design be comprehensive and demonstrate
relationships of the proposed development on-site with existing development off-
site (DEIR 5.1-19). The scale of the project as well should be consistent with the
neighborhoeod scale. The DEIR should show sections of the elevations of the
acighbor's residences together with the proposed south mesa developments.
d. There is a 250 foot long retaining wall proposed along Satk Institute Road (ES-
9). In Courtney Coyle’s scoping letter (dated December 7, 2004, page 7), it was
suggested that the effects of this wall on the operation of neighbors' gates,
condition of their plantings, fencings, walls and soil stability should be studied.
The DEIR should analyze and report these cffects if any. Thcy sheuld be
included in the assessment of the sputh mesa locetion for the day care center
Versus alternatives.

¢. Salk had carlier prepared visual simulations from a few of the homeowner's
parcels. But such simnulations did not appear in the DEIR even though the DEIR

asserts conclusions regarding significance (DEIR 5.2-4). Salk most prepare

E20

E21

E22

E23

E24

E25

Development is no longer proposed on the south mesa by the applicant (see the Preface to th
Fina] EIR} and these coraments are not applicable co the Refined Project Design,

6T1€000

The CUP amendment is listed as a discretionary action required for project approval (see page
3-18 of the EIR). The EIR analyzes all impacts of project construction and operation so the
decision-makers will be informed when they make a decision on the CUP amendment. 2
noted in earlier responses, development is no longer proposed on the south mesa under ¢l
Refined Project Design.

The daycare facility is no longer proposed on the souch mesa by the applicant {see the Preface
to the Final E{R) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.
The Industrial Element of the University Community Plan contains a policy encouraging
industrial lands that are compatible with adjacent non-industrial uses. An analysis of the
policy is provided in Table 5.1-1 of the EIR (see page 5.1-59). That analysis determined thar
the project as a whole, would be consistent with the policies. This conclusion applies to the
Refined Project Design as well.

Sections and elevations from the privace residences to the south would not reflect any publicly
accessible vantage point thac the City policies would be concerned with, The neighborhood
character analysis is adequacely supporred by the photographs and analysis provided in
the EIR, without providing such sections or elevations. Because development is no longer
proposed on the south mesa by the applicant, this concern by the commentrer is no longer
relevant,

Because development is no longer proposed en the south mesa, the retaining wall noted .
this comment will not be constructed and these comments are not applicable to the Refined
Project Design.

Visual simulations from the private residences south of the property are not provided in the
EIR because the City significance criteria address potential impacts to public viewsheds, not
private views. Views from those homes are not designated view corridors that are publicly
accessible.
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cont.

E26

E27

E28

updaied visual simulations of the project’s impact to residentinl neighbors

(s requested in the scoping comments.)

Educational and secarity justifications for the south mesa location.

Educational argnments,

1. An argument has been made for the "educalional opportunitics” of the south mesa
locasion for the day care center relative to a north mesa Jocation (DEIR, page 8-13.) But
these advantages appear to be questionable upon examination for the following reasons:
a. Certainly infants and toddters, and most preschoolers would be too young to be
beneficially cxposed to the ccosystem on the south mesa (or the north mesa for that
matter). Also, "field trips” or walks in this area might expose the children to rattlesnakes
or harmful insects or plants. (The rattlesnake danger should also not be discounted for
the 12,000 square-foot playground that is planned.) The DEIR should present in some
detail the anticipated age groupings in the day care center, bow these children
would benefit from a hands-on ecological corriculum, and how they would be
protected from dangers inherent in the natural environment, 1t seems unlikely that
provisions could be made for their safety without having a ratio of at least one staff
member for each child. This would be greatly in excess of State staffing requirements.
Please detail siaffing requirements with reference to state day care requiremcnts,
and how much =dditional staffing wouid be required for 2 hands-on curriculum te

be conducted safely.

b. The aesthetics/view inherent in the south mesa location may welf be imelevant
to small children, though not to staff or parcats. In contrast, it will dirminish the
acsthetics from some staff and residents perspectives. Please describe how the south
utesa location would be superior to a north mess locatios from the standpoint of

acsthetics, and how it would benefit children and the day care program.

¢, To the extent that the natwral environment might be presumed to be useful in a
south mesa focation, there is no reason to think that it would not be simifarly usefuf if the

day care center were located in a north mesa location. This natural environment could be

0¢£000

26 Development is no longer proposed on the south mesa by che applicant (see the Preface o the
Final EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

E27  Development,is no [onger proposed on the south mesa by the applicant (see the Preface to the
Final E{R) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design,

E28  Development is no longer proposed on the south mesa by che applicant (see the Preface to the
Final EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.
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cont.

E29

E30

E31

equally accessible from a north mesa location. The DEIR should compare the south
and north mesa locations for all alternatives with respect to their educational

usefulness. [1 seems very unlikely that any real difference could be established.

Safety arguments,

|. The DEIR (8-13) sites safety as one of the advantages of the south mesa location. The
DEIR claborates on the reduced traffic on the Salk [nstitute Road to the proposed day
care center and termporary residences.. In contrast, the Morth Mesa Intensified
Development alternative would place the day care center on a busier road. However,
most private day care centers or preschools in La Jolla are Jocated near public roads, or
have sidewalks next to them with public pedestrian traffic. Arguments may be made that
a busier location would increase or decrease the security for a child care center. The
DEIR should cxplain why the south mesa location is superior to the north mesa

location for the day care center to be safe and secure.

2. Also, #s discussed above, individuals have observed rattlesnakes on the south mesa.
They are described in (he DEIR as likely species 1o appear (DEIR, page 5.3-11).
Interestingly, the DEIR lists only the Northern Red Diamond Rattlesnake and not the
more commonly occurring in this area, Southern Pacific Rattlesnake. The DEIR presents
no analysis of the risk of rattlesnake bites to children in the south mesa playground or on
"field trips” on the south mesa. The DEIR shonld present an analysis of these risks

and include such risks in assessing the south mesa facility versus alternatives..

3. The DEIR (8-13) also criticizes the north mesa jocation as compared to the south mesa
location, because children in the center would be exposed to emissions and noise from
the parking garage. It seems likely that these effects coyld be mitigated or eliminated by
proper ventilation and soundproofing. The DEIR should analyze and present the cost
consequences, if any to mitigate or eliminate this potential problem, if any. 1t must
be noted that other north mesa design alternatives that we discuss in the next section
would not locate the day care center a-top the parking garage. The DEIR must consider

E29

E30

E31

1¢€000

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR®
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR)
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR}
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Projece Design.
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cont.

[E32

L33

E34

more than just the single alternative presented for 2 north mesa location for the day
care facility, to fairly consider safety differences between south mesa and porth

mesa locations.

4, The DEIR states that an off street drop-off area required by the day care facility would
not be provided by a north mesa location (DEIR, Page ES-15). The DEIR must
consider other alternatives for north mesa locations, and should be more specific
about State requirements for day care drop off and pickup. The DEIR also asserts
that drop-off and pickup and staff parking would be relegated to the parking structure, 1t
is not clear why this is a significant problem, or whether an alternative approach to drop-
off and pickup might be possible. Please describe the reasoning behind this assertion,
The danger of considering only onc altemative for a north mesa of day care location, is
that this single North Mesa Intensified Development Altemnative design becomes a
strawman that the DEIR knocks down. ‘The DEIR must consider other alternative
dlesigas for the north mesa day care location ihzn just the North Mesa Intensified

Development Alternative .

5. The DEIR claims that the north mesa Jocation would reduce the playground area by
40% (DEIR, page 8-13) from 10,000 1.2 10 6000 ft.*. In This would not be true for
alternative designs e.g. if the day care center were incorporated into the existing

community center plan, and the playground were located a- top packing garage. Again,

the DEIR must consider alternative desigos for the north mesa location.

VL The DEIR Is Deficient in the Presentation of Alternatives.
[. Alternative location for dny care (off-site). The section (DEIR 8-3j that cousiders an
off-sile alteative does not include the possibility of locating a subset of the proposed
uses, or possibly even a single facility like the day care center or the temporary housing,
off campus, The sceping letter proposal to consider an of!- site implementation of
subsct of the proposed uses, should be implementcd (scoping letter dated December 7,

2004, page 6.) For example, in other cities, nonprofit institutions have successfully

12

E32

E33

E34

FAARGY

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant {see the Preface to the Final EIR)
and these comments are noc applicable to the Refined Project Design.

The daycare facility is no longee proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR)
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. Wich regard to the
asserted need for consideration of additional alternative designs, see responses to comments .
E12 and E3} above; E34 through E40 below; and N24, N33 and N34 from Couttney
Coyle.

The applicant has researched the availability of daycare in the vicinity of the Institute,
including at UCSD), and determined that there may be offsite daycare alternatives that would
satisfy the needs of their employees. For this reason, the Refined Project Design is now
proposed (as described in the Preface to the Final EIR). -
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cont,

E35|

E36

partnered to offer day care services. This has the effect of spreading the cost, ensuring
that the day care slots are filled, and providing resources to the day care center from the
cooperating institutions. Szlk should pursue the possibility of partoeriog with UCSD,
which has plans to greatly increase its day care capacity, or other institutions or
employers in the area.' [t was reported during May | meeting with Salk that UCSD,
with plans to expand to 250 slots, could offer only 10 slots to Salk. Salk should re-
npproach UCSD about a joint day care venture, and should also seek out
epportunities with employers in the area who are considering offering day care, or
expanding cxisting day care capabilities, then report on the results of this ingniry.
When the cost to build an on-site day care facility is factored in, there may well be an
alvanlage 1o sceking these services off-campus but in the immediate neighborhood. Ora
joint venture on the Salk campus, might obtain obtain additional funding that would make

development of a Salk on-campus day care facility more cost-effective.

2. Alternative location for temporary housing (ofi-site}

There are a large number of condominiums available for rent or purchase not far from the
Institute. The DEIR shonld sddress alternative methods of providing temparary
housing. The DEIR mnst provide a finencial analysis of the costs and benefits of
leasing, renting or purchasing temporary housing off-site versus building temporary

residences on-site.

3. North Mesa lntensified Development Altcreative for a Day Care Facility. This
alierative eliminates the destructive biolegical impacts that inhere in a day care facility
localed on the sensitive south mesa area.
a. The current plan (described starting on DEIR page 8-12, and figure 8-2) would
make no changes to the location of the co:ﬁmunity center (117,000 square fee), or
the planned parking structure. But it would locate the day care center and
playground, and the 12 residential units, on top of the parking structure, The
parking structure would have 1o be upgraded to support these buildings, and the

" It is likely that UCSD could provide work-study students, or sradents from the develap 1 psychology
program to act &S @ resoures of 1o assist the day care center’s siafl. This would be facilitated by having day
care located on the UCSD campus.

—

E35

E36

£35009

The applicant has determined that continuing to provide off-site housing to visiting
researchers is the preferced solution over constructing housing quarters on site.  For chis
reason, the Refined Project Design is now proposed and no housing would be constructed on
site {as described in the Preface to the Final EIR).

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (sce the Preface to the Final EIR)
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.
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E37

E38

"park-like landscaped npe.n-space" would be sacrificed. Discussions with Salk
on May 1, suggested that this re-engincering of the parking structure would be a
major cost driver of the project, The DEIR should provide details about the
engineering changes 2nd their cost consequences. There may be other
approaches to locating the day care center in the north mesa that would be more
feasible, The DEIR should investigate alternative approaches to the North
Mesa intensified development alternative, or if alternative approaches have
already been investigated, they should be presented as alternatives in the
DEIR. For example:

b. Only build the day care center on the parking garage. 1f the temporary
residences (totaling 12,000 f1.?) were left in the south mesa, then only the weight

of the day care center would have to be supported by the parking parage. The
weight of the playground would be negligible. The DEIR should compare costs
snid engiveering itsues to build the parking garage for no facilities on top,
both day care center and residences on fop, only day care cenier on top. It
seems Jikely that a single story day care center would weigh quite a bit less than
would two-story residences thereby substantially mitigating any cost driver
effects associated with building on 1op of the parking garage.

<. lncorporate the day care center into the community center. The day care center
would represent enly about a 10% increase in the footprint of the community

center. It would seem quite feasible 1o incorporate it into the community center as
now planned in its present planned location (ES-13), without significantly
impacting the design of the community center, the sightlines etc.. The proposed
project would build the Community Center building in phases (p. 3-7). The DEIR
fails to explain why the day care center could not be built as part of this
building in an early phase. This would accomplish the Salk Institute's stated
goal of building the day care center sooner and would negate several of the
arguments against the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative. (it would
mean the day care center could be built before the expensive underground parking

E37

E38

and these commencs are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

| ZAR

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the appﬁcant (see the Preface to the Final EIR)

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR

and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.
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E39

E40

and would not place the day care facility directly on the parking garage. The
playground could easily be placed on top of the parking garage without increasing
the load factor, while aliowing some of a landscaped natura) garden 1o be
preserved. This native Plant Garden could be secured 1o permit the hands-on day
care curriculum activities. The playground also should be less likely (o attract
rattlesnakes, than it would if located in the middle of the south mesa )

Furthermore, the DEIR fails to discoss the advantages of baving the day care
center as part of the Community Center buildiog. It would be easily accessible
to parents during the day {nursing motbers would have easy access to their
children and parents could easily have lunch with their children). Furthermore, the
DEIR fails to pote the uncertainty of Salk's commitment to providing day
over the vext 50 years. Day care is oot part of the Salk Institute's core
misston, and can be an expensive and complex benefit to provide to
employees. Should the Institute decide not to continue this service, the day care
center facilities located at the Community Center could be readily revamp?d for

other uses,

d. Consider other locations for the day care center on the north mesa,

At a meeting on May 2 resident Joe Wong, a highty regarded local architect
presented an architectural drawing that located the day care center at the far
weslern tip of the North Mesa. He claimed that this layout left the historical view
lines intact, There are other talented architects who live in La Jolla and who
could make available pro bonoe designs to incorporate the day care center into the
North Mesa effectively. Salk shoutd be open to considering these allernatives. At
the very least, they should be entertained as commennts to the DEIR. The DEIR
should aot be limited to a single approach to locating the a3 carr conter on
the North Mesa. Other feasible alternatives should be solicited, zad
analyzed.

LIRARY
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E39  The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR)
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

E40  The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface co the Final EIR}
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.
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'NATIONAL TRUST
frHISTORIC PRESERVATION®

May 7, 2007

Allison Sherwood

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, M5 501

San Diego, CA 92101

DSDEA@sandiego.gov

Via email and U.S. mail

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Salk Tnstitute Master Plan,
10010 Narth Torrey Pines Road, La Jolla, CA; Project No. 44675

Dear Ms. Sherwood,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Salk Institute Master Plan. The national and international historicel and architectural
significance of the Salk Institute campus in La Jolia demands the most rigorous standards in analyzing
plans to alter or expand the science facifity. The comments below are intended to assure a
comprehensive analysis and review of the proposed project under the California Environmental
Quaiity Act (CEQA) and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties.

‘The National Trust for tlistoric Preservation is a private, nonprofit membership organization
dedicated to protecting the irreplaceable. Recipient of the National Humanities Medal, the Trust
provides leadership, education and advocacy to save America's diverse historic places and revitalize
communities. [ts Washington, DC headquarters staff, six regional offices, and 29 historic sites work
with the Trust's 270,000 members and thousands of local community groups in 411 50 states, including
over 24,000 members in California alone.

Level of CEQA Review

The Draft Environmental Impact Report {DEIR) states that the report filnctions 2s a Project EIR
and provides project-specific analysis of the proposed project. However, thq DEIR also states that
portions of the information presented are conceptial, and that the proposed project will be completed
it phases aver several decades. Given the substantial period of time proposed for completion of the
majority of the Salk [nstitute Master Plan project and the lack of detail provided for some elements of
the project, it would be unwise to give blanket approval to the project as currently presented. Based on

Protecting the Irreplaceable

Western Office National Trust for Historic Preservation
(415) 947-0697; Fax (415) 547-0669
bitp:/iwww.nationsltrusi.org; E-mail: wro@ahp.org
The Hearst Buiiding, 5 Thind Street, Suite 707, San Francisco, CA §4103
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A project EIR is appropriate for this project as described in response ro comment N2 from,
Courtney Coyle. The City of San Diego has a process defined in che San Diego Municipal Code
(SDMC) as Substantial Conformance Review {(SCR) wherein furure elements of a project, such
as building permits, must be deemed in substantial conformance with past approvals before
it can proceed. Should any of the assumptions or environmental circumstances contained o
this document change at some point in the future when the latter phases of the proposed
project are implemented, the City would have the discretion through the SCR process o
require subsequent environmental review if necessary per Section 15162(c) of the State CEQA
Guidelines. Detailed drawings have not béen submitted to the City for the greenhouses
and Salk Community Center because their funding has not been secuted and any permits
obtained as part of the cutrent entitlement process could expire before they are funded and
the applicant is ready to build them. For this reason, a phased approach ro site development
is proposed, )
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the information and timeline provided in the DEIR, it appears that a programmatic environmental
document subject fo firture tiered environmental review would be more appropriate, allowing for more
specific review at a date closer to the actual construction of components of the master plan project.
This pesition is supported by the need for the applicant to request a Master Planned Development
Permit from the City of San Diego, rather than a Planned Development Permit. The Master Planned
Development Permit allows conceptual development proposals for portions of a development site
intended for future or phased development, but requires fiture review of such elements for
conformance when they are ready for construction.’ The same level of environmental oversight for a
property with the import ofthe Salk Institute should be carried out under CEQA.

Project Objectives

The applicant states that one of the project objectives is to develop a project that, “Allows the
Institute 10'develop new and expanded scientific research facilities and reach its 500,000 square foot
capacity on site.”” The need for 500,000 square feet of totel space is cited in several alternatives
analyses (“Reduced Project™ and “East Parking Lot Aveidance™) as a reason why alternatives that
avoid impacts to historic resources are rejected by the applicant. This project objective appears
unnecessarily restrictive and inflexible, and the project objectives should be redefined to require
meaningful consideration of environmentally superior alternatives that may not meet the applicant’s
desired expansion plans.

Use of Design Guidelines

The application proposes to use design guidelines to guide project components that are
conceptual at the time of the filing of the DEIR and to assist in acquiring approvals from the City of
San Diego (City) for future building and site development permits. The applicant also cites the design
guidelines as being the document against which substantial conformance review for the Master
Planned Development Permit will be measured, However, the scope of the design guidelines was only
generally described in the text of the DEIR, and no specific guidelines were circulated with the
document for public review or comment. Considering that the applicant is requesting no further review
of conceptual master plan components under CEQA, it is imperative that decision making bodies and
the public have the full text of the design guidelines in order to understand impacts and mitigation to
historic resources and cultural landscapes.

Alternatives Analysis

As acknowledged in the DEIR, the proposed project violates two of the ten Secretary of the
interior's Standards for the Rehabilitation of Historic Buildings. The construction of the Torrey East .
Building on the existing East Parking Lot removes a contributting element from the Salk Institute
campus, a resource fisted on the California Register of Historical Resources and was determined
eligible for listing on the Nationa! Register of Historic Places by the California State Historic
Resources Commission and SHPO, and alters an important spatial relationship within the campus. The
two alternatives included in the DEIR that would reduce or avoiding this impact, the Reduced Project
Alternative and the East Parking Lot Avoidance Alternative, are rejected by the applicant because they
do not meet the applicant’s desire to develop its maximum 500,000 square foot slowance on the
project site. This consideration is not sufficient to reject these

! San Dicgo Municipal Code §143.6480 (a, b, c).
! Saik Instinge for Biological Studics, Draft Environmental Empact Report: Salk Institate Master Plan, La Jolta, CA; March
2007, p. 3-2.

F2

F4

The Salk Institute desires to secure the maximum square footage entitlements it can for the
property because it is their only location in San Diego and it must be able to accommodate all
future growth at the facilicy. However, the Refined Project Design would reduce the current
application request from 300,000 sf 1o 476,000 sf, which is consistent with main project
chjective of developing sciencific research space in accordance with che Unsversity Community
Plan, This project objective has been modified in the Final EIR to remove reference to che
300,000-sf capacity as it pertains to the cusrent Master Plan. It should be noted, however,
that although the Refined Project Design described in the Preface to the Final EIR would
preclude development on the south mesa, the applicant could decide in the future to pursc
entitlements for up o 24,000 additional s of scientific research space elsewhere on the site
in accordance with the development intensity allocated to the property in che University
Commuanity Plan. Although not contemplated at this time, any future entitlement propuosal
would be subject to additional CEQA review.

The Design Guidelines were on file with the City during public circulation of the EIR, which
would normatly last for 45 days, but which was extended 1o 59 days at the request of the
University Community Plarning Group. A copy could have been requested of the City
during the public review period for the EIR (March 22 - May 7, 2007). Copies of the Design
Guidelines can be obtained by members of the public from the City and will be provided to
the City decision-makers prior to the hearing process. Pocential impacts and mitigation to
historic resources and cultural landscapes are addressed in the Historic Resources Technical
Report prepared by Page and Turnbull (see Appendix C to the EIR) and summarized in
Section 5.4 of the EIR.

Two of the five alternatives considered in detail (i.e., the Reduced Project Alrernative and
the East Parking Lot Impact Aveidance Alternative) allow the Institute to avoid impaces to
historic resources. 1t should be noted first that the size of the Reduced Project Alternative ar
the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative was not the only grounds for rejecting
these two aliernatives. The Reduced Project Alternative was rejected because it would not
fully avoid potentially significant impacts to historic resources, cumulatively significant traffic
impacts and other significant impacts of the proposed project, including biological resources,
noise and paleontology, and would not provide centralized support facilities nor provide
sufficient rescarch space to satisfy the future needs of the Institute (see page 8-13). Similarly,
the East Patking Lot Impact Avoidance Alcernative was rejected not just for its smaller square
footage but because it would not eliminate significant and unmitigable traffic impacts, would
create new impacts to parking, would not provide centralized facilities and would not provide
sufficient research space to satisfy the future needs of the Institute.
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[t should be noted also that CEQA allows the lead agency not to consider alternacives thar fail
to implement the most basic project objectives. (Save San Francisco Bay Ass'n v, San Franciseo
Bay Conserv. & Dev. Comm'n (1992) 10 Cad 4ch 908). By way of clarification, maximizing
the intensity of use ar the project site is a basic project objective because it provides the space
necessary 1o satisfy the future needs of the Salk Insticute—inchuding providing sufficient
research space, living and day care facilities ro atrract world class researchers to the Institute.
The appticant merely desires to make the best use that it can of the site since it is the only
property it owns. Case law such as Preiervation Action Council v. City of San joe is not applicable
to this project, since the applicant is not teying to specify a predetermined square footage,
but is merely attempting to make the most efficient possible use of its research space withir
the existing limit.

8¢ Q09

It is appropriate for the EIR discussion of alternatives to compare the degree to which the
proposed project and the propased alternatives cause significant impacts to the environmene
and meet the project objectives, Indeed, CEQA Guidelines Section 13126.6(a) states that
“[aln EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substandially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate
the comparative merits of the alternatives.” {emphasis added). Therefore, the failure of .
the Reduced Project Alternative and the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative to
provide adequate space for the research and support facilities needed to attract world-class
researchers to the Salk Institute is a key factor in the evaluation of the merits of these two
alternatives, and means that neither would meet-a basic project objective, making them both
infeasible on this basis.
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alternatives, as upheld by recent California case law regarding CEQA.?> More ngorous and serious
consideration should be given to allernatives that avoid iropacts to historic resources. '

Project Impacts to Historlc Resources and Mitigation Measurcs

The applicant proposes to replace the existing East Parking Lot, a contributor to the California
Register-listed Salk Institute campus, with the Torrey East Building laboratory and reception facility.
The proposed construction of the Torrey East Building will destroy the current spatial relationship
between the 1965 laboratory complex and North Torrey Pine Road, further separating the complex
from the public access point and impacting views of the facility ffom the east. The proposed building
will also replace a contributing spatial and landscape element to a resource listed on the California
Register and eligible for the National Register.

The DEIR acknowledges that construction of the Torrey East Building is a significant impact
under CEQA, however the impact analysis and mitigation measures proposed for the impact are
insufficient and incomplete. While the DEIR addresses mitigation for the removal of natural landscape
elements, such as trees, around the East Parking Lot, the document fails 1o offer sufficient mitigation
for the spatial relativnship being altered by the presence of the proposed Torrey East Building, It is
arguable that the destruction of this relationship is a significant, immiigable impact, a fact not

acknowledged in the impact analysis. The DEIR and historic resources technical report note that a
1962 master plan drawing for the Salk Institute by Jonas Salk end Louis Kahn labels the East Parking
Lot as “reserved for future development;” however, no copy of the plan, citation, or other meaningful
discussion is given regarding this critical element of the original vision for the Salk Institute site.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Drafi Environmental impact Report for the
Salk Institute Master Plan Project in La Jolla. Please continue to consider us a very interested party and
feel free to contact me at (415) 947-0692 or anthea_hartig{@nthp.org or Program Officer Elaine Stiles,
elaine_stiles@nthp.org, should you have any questions.

Sincetely,

e AR
Anthea M. Hartig, Ph.D

Director
Western Office

¢cc: M. Wayne Donaldson, FAIA; California State Historic Preservation Officer
Dr. Diane Kane, Ph.D; San Dicgo Planning Department, Historic Resource Board
Milton Phegley, Director, Commumity Planning; University of California, San Diego
Bruce C. Coons, Executive Director, Save Owr Hetitage Orgenisation
Dr. Lauren Wciss Bricker, Ph.I); California State Polytechnic University, Pomons
Susan Brandt Hawley, Esq.; Brandi-Hawley Law Group
Courtney Ann Coyle, Esg.; La Jolla, CA

3 Preservation Action Council v. City of San Jose and City of 5an Jose City Council (Aug 4, 2006) Cal. App.4th

F3

Although the east parking loc was identified as a "contributing feature” to the Satk campus
in the National Register nomination, only the lot's landscaping (i.e., Chinese fringe trees)
was named as significant in the sections of the nomination that discuss the parking lot.
Additionally, as stated on page 56 of the Historical Resources Technical Report (included
in Appendix C to the EIR), the nomination named the “four basic landscape components”
identified by Roland Hoyt as the courtyard, site perimeter plantings, an extant eucalyprus
grove that predazes the Institute, and the native coastal bluffls—they did nor include the east
parking lot landscaping. It is the opinion.of City staff that removal of the east parking lot is
adequately addressed and mitigated through 1} the compatibility of the proposed scructure
with rhe historic site, combined with the atrium design of the Torrey East Building thar was
presented to the Design Assisc Subcommirtee of the City's Historic Resources Board; 2) the
planned salvaging and replanting of the Chinese fringe wrees along the proposed Torrey Eas--
Building; and 3) the restoration of as much of the Insticute’s original perimeter plantings :
possible. The two-story atrium would provide a connection from the public street/sidewaik
through to the west, sufficiently reraining the existing visual and axial connections with the
historic structure and courtyard and has been added to the Final EIR as mitigacion measure
5.4-3 for clarification. Although the proposed project would not significantly obstruce
existing views, it is important to note that existing grade differences and dense perimeter
landscaping designed by Kahn and his team prevent a clear view of the Kahn laboratory
building and its courtyard from the east. The relatively low profile of the building, and
the transpatent atrium on axis with the central court would stifl allow for glimpses of the
original laberatory building to be obtained from North “Torrey Pines Road, as discussed in the
Historical Resources Technical Report. As illuscrated in Figure 5.2-16 of the EIR, the current
view to the west from the sidewalk of North Torrey Pines Road is obstructed by perimeter
and interior plantings, including Chinese fringe trees in che east parking lotr. Views of the
courtyard itself are virtually nonexistent from the travel lanes of North Torrey Pines Road,
with the existing eucalyptus trees within the interior of the campus providing significant
visual cover of the two wings of Kahn's laboratory building.

Furthermore, written evidence suggests thar a west-facing public view corridor, or full visua].
access to the public, was not the incention of the Salk or Kahn; as noted on page 14 of tl
Historical Resources Technical Repore (Page & Turnbull 2007), the laboratory complex was
deliberately modeled after the inward-facing monastery of St, Francis of Assisi. According
to the book by James Steele, Salk Institute: Louis 1. Kabn (Architecture in Detail) (London:
Phaidon Press, 1993), it was the intent of Salk to create a physically secluded, "monastic”
comumnunity at the Institute——hence the deliberate siting of the Institute ar what was, in the
early 19G0s, a remote location outside of a major city—akin to the monastery at Assisi. Both
the monastery and che Institute are otiented toward the inside, away from the ourside, yer
not wholly removed. The October 1993 edition of Progressive Architecture gives furcher
evidence to support Saik's desire for seclusion at the Institute, stacing that Salk had visited
the monastery at Assisi in 1954 and later told Kahn that he "wished to replicate in the labs
a sense of the cloister.”
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Please see Revised Exhibit A that has been added to the Final EIR (Figure 5.1-1a), an
Hlustration of the 1962 amendment to the Master Plan drawing, which was Kahn's third and
final design for the Institute, and which he presented to Jonas Salk in July of that year. This
exhibit demonstrares that Kahn did in fact intend for development to occur in the general area
of the east parking lot, but that such development was deferred unil the “future” due to lack
of funding in the early 19605, As discussed on page 63 of the Historic Resources Technical
Report, because Kahn had earmarked this area as appropriate for future development in the
original Master Plan, the impace resulting from construction of the Torrey Easc Building is
not as severe as it could be if the building were planned for another area of the campus where
future development was not intended. The existing spatial relationships on site including
those in and around the east patking lot, therefore, are not fully indicative of Kahn's long-
term vision for the sirte.

Please see response to comment F3, above, and Figure 5.1-1a (added to the Final
EIR), illustrating the 1962 amendment to the Master Plan drawing, referred to by the
commenter.
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. San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.
-

d Environmental Review Committee

)

30 April 2007

To: Ms. Allison Sherwood
Development Services Department
City of San Diego
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 50t
San Diego, California 92101
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report
Salk Institute Master Plan
Project No. 44675

Dear Ms. Sherwood: -

I have reviewed the historical resources aspects of the subject.DE[R on behalf of this
committee of the San Diego County Archaeological Society. C

Based on the information contained in the DEIR, historic resources technical report, and
cultural resource survey report for the project, we have several comments on the impacts to
and mitigation for archaeological resources.

The cultural resource survey report, apparently based on negative results in two previous

instarnces on the property, calied for no mitigation measures for archaeological resources.

However, the DEIR has properly specified an archaeological monitoring program for the

project. We fully support that decision. Stiil, there are several necessary modifications to the

mitigation menasures specified in Section 5.4 of the DEIR:

¢ In both Subsections 5.4-5(A) and 5.4-%(A), it needs to be made clear that a sufficient
number of monitors must be on site full time to ensure that all grading work is
monitored. Particularly given that construction activities will be taking place in fairly
widely-separated locations, the required level of monitoring may not occur otherwise.

» [n Subsection 5.4-6(B), the release of the grading bond needs to also be dependent
upon confirmation of curation of recovered archacological material.

= [n addition to arcas being graded, trenching for utilities and excavation for new
landscape plantings also need to be monitored, as does any new geotechnical testing.

A= the. City is aware, the Torrey Pines-Mesa area has  high cultural sensitivity. These
changes 10 the specified historical resources mitigation measures will help ensure any remains

on the Salk Institute property are given the respect they deserve,

P.0. Box 81106 » San Diege, CA 92138-1106 » (858) 538-0835

Gl
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The various elements of the proposed Master Plan will be implemented in phases over a 40-
to 50-year period of time. If grading schedules overlap, monitors will be assigned to cach
project element by the City to ensure adequate monitoring is conducted. The grading bond
will be released in accordance with applicable City of San Diego rules and policies. The Cir
does not agree that monitoring is needed for utility line trenching, landscaping and certm
geotechnical work (such as borings) given that past surveys and grading monitoring have
been negative.
Comment noted, These changes are not needed as described above in response 1o comment
G1 o this letter.
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Thank you for affording SDCAS this opportunity to participate in the City's environmental
review pracess for this project.

Sincerely,

a-u W. Royle, Ir., Chm'gg_gon Z

Environmental Review Committee

ce:  Kyle Consulling
SDCAS President
File

P.O. Bax B1108 = San Diego, CA 2138-110¢ » (B58) 53B-0935

FARREL
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CARMEN LUCAS
F.O.Pox77s
Fire Va“c”, C alitormia
22 April 2007
Cat}'nﬂ Winterrow
Senior Flanncr F]annins Dhivision
F|annin5 DcPartmcnt, 202 C Street, M5+A,
San Dicg,o, Cali{:ornia 92101

Sulrﬂ SALK |nst|tutc Sf)—la site visit 12 Apnl 2007
E_m;i r]notasralalu

Dear Catl’ng:

Clint [_inton of the Santa Ysal:c' Indian Keservation end | met on site with Cathg
Wintarrow, Bctl': Murrug of The City oFSan Di:so, and Garrg Yen Gchcn
Seniar Directar Facilit_g Senvices SALK Institute, and John Ponder of ,Sl'u:PPard
Mullin Richter & Hampton [-»LP Attomcys st Law. My cbservatians and concerns

arc as FD“OWE:

1: Consultation Iate - should be done before DEIR is aut, City must still
dcvc‘op its own 5c:ncra| 5h-s car]su‘tation Prota:a‘s in consulkation with
tribes.

2. |nuppropriatc bg not aduiaing me before hand that their attormney would be
present so that | would have had the opportunity to insure that my attomey
could have been present as well. (As | remember this man made me
uncamfortable as he did not interact and iFmH memory serves me aaid very lietde
tome) Mr. Gcrpcn on the other hand was friendly and ‘"“"‘S to share
information,

5.50!:}1 Cllnt and I have survcgcd more :li‘FFicu]t environments. thn:] donot
aPcah Fo‘r (Clint, he and | did discuss the IaH of the land and the Kglc

H1

H2

H3

Government Code Section 65352.3 requires local governments 1o consule with tribes prior
to the adoption or amendment of a General Plan or Specific Plan proposed on or afier March
1, 2005. Because the project application was deemed complete before che March 1, 2005
and the project does not require amendments 1o the General Plan or a Specific Plan, the
City did not initiate a consultation prior to initjating the CEQA work, A SB 18 consultation
was, however, requested in November 2006 when the City made the determination that the
Multiple Habitar Preserve Area (MHPA) boundary adjustment would result in a change in
open space designation on site that could be of interest to the Native American communic
The EIR was released for public review in March 2007 and preliminary input from the trib.,
consultation was included in the report (see page 5.4-9). It should be noted that the SB
18 consultation process is independent from the CEQA review process. SB 18 consultation
decisions are made on a project-by-project basis for project applications submitced since
March 1, 2005.

Comment noted. The applicant’s attorney did not intervene at the meeting because City staff
and the applicant were fully capable of responding to the information requested.

Comment noted. These observations are contained in the Archaeological Study, Appendix C
to the EIR.

EETODD
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Arthcologicai Survcy rcport, which states that 5round vi.-.ibilit_g was poor, and
the canyon was too steep and unsafe to conduct an Archcolosir.a[ survey.

+. Onc of the tl-ningu | did note in the canyon was an Arroyo Willow. | had
Plant leaf identified and was advised that it is incligcnnus to the area and is a
Medicine Plant that more than liir.c.'_tj was used b_q the indigenous Feoplcs ofF
the area, Additionaﬂa, itis most gcnmllg known that willows grow in wet
areas. Where | did not get down and disturb the sail at the root area of this
Willow, | would believe that if nat at the surface there is natural water close to
the surface. As you have heard me say more than once it is the belief of my
P""°P|‘= that the SPirit Lives in the water, add the many Pom’l:ivc aspects to the
benefits of a natural water source and one is left with mangy of the reasons that

we |OQL‘. L[POn .BIJC}'I PIECCS as aacrcd and continue ho|r.l t}'losc PIBCGS in

‘reverence. Basca’ onJ'ust the above with the rich r'rc-Hiatory that is alons the

cliffe of Torrcﬂ Fines and continues in to La Jo“a and bcyond, it wauld seem
to me that a ncw‘compictc Archccﬂosical survey with testing to include testing
cast of the pump house with the presence of Native American Monitors are in
order and should be called For which should take place before any further
plans and or dcvciopm:nt takes place. '

5. | did gointo the Vemal Pool area and was clisaPPm'ntcd to see all the
broken S{ass, cement and the basic “Civilization debris® in there. (See [__":,ncD
Seemslike they would want to clean that stuff out. tis interesting as there is

Pﬂ:tt_g sarczcnins atthe cdsc. of the Faﬁdng lot of the cha| Foo| arca, like so

much of Civilizah'on‘ | think it isJ'ust to hide the trash.

8. Mr. Gcr[:u:n, told Clint and ] about the SALK pian to remove the parlu'ng
lots and build undcrground Parlcing inan cHort to "rccaPturo' the view. All
that munc_h:d wonderful, however | would again recommend the presence of a
good Avrchealagist and Native American Monitors durins any earth
mavement, '

7. Since the referenced consultation meeting, a detail site P|an has come to my
attention. |F|view this P|an corrcct‘y, itisa P|an that |a33 out the dcvclopmcnt
P|an of three and four story buiidings, w!'nic'"l extend wcstcrlg of the current
par‘cihs lots and regardless of what is dane with the parking lots the view will
not be "rccaPturccl' at a", but wil instca_d be obstructed. T his inFormation is

disturbing. as you know the view is often the essence of P|ar.c. | find such a

H4

Hj

H6

H7

££000

The City has taken into consideration informarion received during the 8B 18 consultacion pwQay
and decided that the archaeclogical survey is adequate. To date, the project site or portions
thereof has been surveyed five times (Advanced Sciences 199 1; RECON 2000; RECON April
2000; RECON November 2000; and Kyle 2003). Subsurface monitoring was conducted in
the past during grading operations for the East Building and parking lot expansion (RECORM
1993) and during the grading operacions for the City’s Pump Station 45 (RECON 2003). No
sites or pre-historic artifacts were discovered in any of these surveys and monitoring efforts.
‘festing cannot be conducted withour any surface evidence of a site(s).

Commenc noted. Implementacion of the Habicac Management Plan (HMP} wauld clean up
the vernal pool area.

Archaeological and Nacive American monitoring is required for all grading operations
proposed under the Master Plan. See mitigation measures 5.4-9 in the EIR.

The EIR evaluated impacis of the proposed project on views and visual character and
derermined that the impacts would be less than significant. The new construction would be
compatible with but separate from the histaric architecture on site (as discussed in Section
5.2, Viswal Quality/Neighbarbood Character, and Section 5.4, Historic Resonrees, of the EIR).
Furthermore, there is no evidence that either Kahn or Salk actively sought to provide a public
view of the Central Court or the Pacific from the public streets surtounding the site. Grade
changes and the incorporation of dense perimeter plantings, the eucalyptus grove, and the
parterre becween North Totrey Pines Road and rhe laboratory complex effectively precluded
any meaningful public views from streers. The face that Salk was seeking to create a quasi-
monastic community of scientists and scholars suggests that he felt a need for privacy at the
[nstitute, as does his decision to build the Salk [nstitute in what was still a remote section of
La Jolla in the eatly 19G0s. Refer to response to comment F5 from the National Trust for
Historic Preservation for additional discussion on the design intent of Kahn and Salk.
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plan contrary to the csacnc;: of the standinSSA]__K architecture. Which |
might add, cxcmp‘ifics and acknowledges not onlg the essence of view but
ihcorpomtcs the setting sun as \;vc“ and 50;:9 beycnd still to expreas the
creative thoug}st that created a P|acc. and invites one to witness and be a
integral part of equinox. [ow primitive is that“_.’

ltwas cxPlaincc‘ that this arca was Jcm’snud to brins scha|ar15 minds out to
the fresh air where tl-ncs could rninglc, interact, f_xc}nansc and be stimulated with
new creative thoug]'lts. |t is only my oFinion, but that basic architectural
P|-ni|osoP|~|5 is n:Fn-_shing and shauld be the theme thruugl-nout all further
construction at the SA[_K. The world needs creative and stimulating
thought, where better ta teach that than at the SAL K |nstitute for
E)io|o5ical Studies and its outside environmenta?

8. Wl'ncrc appropn'atc Plcasc intcgmtc miy comments and concemsinto a

revised R T hank you.

Sinccrcly,

waaymii, Lasuna 5am:| qF ]ndians

CoPH tor

Clint Linton
Larr3 Mgcr&, Native American Hcritase Commission
Courtney Ann Coyle, Attomey at |_aw

H8

Comment noted. No revisions o the EIR are triggered by these comments.
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Allison Sherwood, Environmental Planner
San Diego Development Services Dept.
1222 First Avenue

MS501

DSDEAS @sandiego.gov

San Diego, CA 92101

May 14, 2007

Dear Ms, Sherwood:
This letter is submitted on behalf of the San Diego Sierra Club regarding the Salk
Institute Master Plan, Project No. 44675, SCH No. 2004111049, In an effort to create a
comprehensive record of all past. current, and proposed future development for CEQA
alternatives and cumuliative impacts consideration, we ask that records and documents
- {rom all past development on the entire site be incorporated into the public record and

made available for consideration by decision makers in the current hearing process.

We would appreciate consideration by decision makers of the following concems.

1. PLEASE CORRECT CITY FAILURE TO PROVIDE PUBLIC NOTICE &
DEIR DISTRIBUTION TO KNOWN INTERESTED PARTIES, SUCH AS
1991 APPELLANTS; KAHN HEIRS SUE ANN & NATHANIEL KAHN;
AND JULIA CONVERSE {OR CURRENT DIRECTOR OR CURATOR OF
KAHN FILES) AT PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY.

2. PLEASE PROVIDE ORIGINAL 1961 SALK/KAHN MODEL, AVAILABLE
AT THE INSTITUTE, ALONG WITH A FULL TO-SCALE MODEL OF THE
CURRENT PROPOSAL FOR COMPARISON PURPQSES BY DECISION
MAKERS, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC.

3. MAJOR THRESHOLD ISSUE: HOW CAN THE APPLICANT PARLAY A
1961 GRANT OF 500,000 5Q, FT. INTC A 2007 VESTED RIGHT CLAIM
WHEN THE PROJECT HAS CHANGED 50 DRAMATICAILY, AND
WHEN 2007 EXISTING CONDITIONS DIFFER SO RADICALLY FROM
19617

4. WE NOTE THAT THIS SITE LIES WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF
PROPOSITION D COASTAL HEIGHT LIMIT OYERLAY ZONE (LDC
SECTION 132.0505 AND MAP 132-05A) WHICH SPECIFICALLY
PROHIBITS ANY EXCEPTIONS TC THE 30" HEIGHT LIMIT. PLEASE

14

RECGLD

Records for all past development proposals on the site are not relevant to the current
application on file with the City. If the commenter is interested in reviewing past records, an
information request can be accommaodated by City staff,

The City is not obligaced to notify the 1991 appellants of the pending application or EIR nor
has the City received a request from those individuals to be natified of all applications under
review for the Salk Institute property. However, the applicant has informed the Ciry that the
past appellants are aware of the current Master Plan proposal and have indicated they are
supportive of the application.

The original model is ar Penasylvania State University and the applicant has not created a
model for the current application. Computer graphics are contained in the EIR that show an
overlay comparison of the original Kahn design and the cutrent Master Plan proposal by the
Institute (see Figure 5.4-2 in the Final EIR).

The 500,000 sf development intensity is identified in the Unsversity Commenity Plan and not
in the 1961 land grant from the City.

The project is consistent with the Proposition I} Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone, a
described on page 5.1-23 of the EIR. Building height is measured differently under the Coastal
Height Limit Ovetlay Zone than under the deveiopment regulacions for the residential zone
{see page 5.2-9 of the EIR). A deviation from the maximum structure height regulations of
the residential zone does not trigger an inconsistency with the Coastal Height Limic Overlay
Zone. The deviation is proposed for portiens of the Salk Community Center building chat
would exceed 30 feet (see Figure 5.1-4 in the Final EIR).
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IDENTIFY ALL ELEMENTS OF THE PROJECT WITH CURRENTLY
PROPOSED OR FUTURE PROPOSED HEIGHTS ABOVE 30°.

. WE STRONGLY OPPOSE THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION OF THE S{TE

INTO 4 PARCELS. SUCH ACTION COULD RESULT IN PIECEMEAL
REDEVELOPMENT AND/OR POSSIBLE SALES, WHICH COULD
DESTROY ARCHITECTURAL AND HISTORICAL INTEGRITY OF THE
SITE AS A WHOLE.

SHOULD THE SUBDIVISION BE APPROVED IN SPITE OF OBJECTIONS,
WE STRONGLY OPPOSE ANY INTENTION TO USE THE RESULTING
SUBDIVIDED PARCELS AS THE BASIS FOR MASTER PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT DEVIATIONS TO ZONE REQUIREMENTS. TO
INSURE FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW, WE STRONGLY
RECOMMEND A PROGRAM EIR. .

. SIERRA CLUB AND AUDUBON RECENTLY DISCOVERED THAT

LLONGTIME PRESCRIPTIVE PUBLIC ACCESS FROM SALK INSTITUTE
RD. TO TORREY PINES CITY PARK, BOX CANYON, AND BEACHES
BELOW, HAS BEEN CLOSED OFF BY A LOCKED GATE, IN APPARENT
VIOLATION OF CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT SECTION 30211. PLEASE
SEE CALIFORNIA COASTAL RECORDS PROJECT IMAGE #9476. WE
ASK THE CITY TO DIRECT THE APPLICANT TO REMOVE THE LOCK
AND REOPEN THE GATE IMMEDIATELY.

. WE BELIEVE ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE LANDS ON THE SALK

SITE, SUCH AS THE VERNAL POOL COMPLEX, STEEP HILLSIDES,
AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITAT, BOTH ON SITE AND
IN THE ARJOINING TORREY PINES CITY PARK, WOULD CONTINUE
TO BE VULNERABLE UNDER THE CURRENT PROPOSAL. WHEN LAST
ON THE SITE MAY 13, WE SAW NO NORTH - SOUTH PROPERTY LINE
MARKERS BETWEEN SALK PROPERTY AND THE PARK.

IS THE 100’ VERNAL POOL BUFFER PROPOSED ONLY UNDER THE
REDUCED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE? PLEASE CLARIFY.

I6

17

18

An explanation of the propused VTM and why the applicant cannot sell off the parcels created
by the subdivision is provided in response to comment N4 from Courtney Coyle. The VTM
would not change the types of land uses developed on site nor facilitate any deviations in the
future. A program EIR is not apprapriate for this project as described in response to comment
N2 from Courtney Coyle, '

The applicant is unaware that any preseriptive right across their private properey had been
established on site. The gate mentioned in this comment is across an access road and was
installed by the City of San Diego to restrict access and prevent unauthorized entry into the
new sewer pump station constructed west of the Salk [nstitute property. No evidence of a
prescriptive right has been submitted to the City of San Diego. If evidence is submitted that
shows a prescriptive right exists, modifications to the gace locks will be made.

The vernal pool complex, including the upland habitar susrounding it, on the north mesa
would be placed in MHPA as parc of the priposed project (see Figure 5.3-3 in the Final EIR).
The pools and natural habitats would be managed and moenitored in perperuity under the
proposed HMP. A 100-foot buffer around the vernal pools is not required on site and is not
proposed for any of the project alternatives because currently the parking lot resides within
15 feet of the vernal pools. Any increase in the buffer would improve site conditions for
the vernal pools. In the case of the proposed project, the buffer would increase to abour 4
feet and it would contain a drainage swale that would be vegetated with native species and
cleanse all water heading into the pools. No mitigation is warranted for existing development,
particularly when the ESL regulations did not exist when the existing development was
constructed.

© RTC-46
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INCLUDE THE COYLE LETTER COMMENTS, P. 36, CITING
FIGURE 5.3-2 SHOWING PRIOR SALK DEVELOPMENT ALREADY
WITHIN THE BUFFER. HOW WILL THESE IMPACTS BE MITIGATED?

. ALTERNATIVES AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS UNDER CEQA MUST

BE GIVEN FAR BROADER AND DEEPER ANALYSIS THAN EXISTS [N
THE DEIR. MOST IF NOT ALL OF THE ANALYSIS INVOLVES
INTERNAL ALTERNATIVES, WITH LITTLE OR NO CONSIDERATION
QF OFF-SITE JOINT USE OR SHARING.

FOR EXAMPLE, WHERE i$ CUMULATIVE IMPACT AND
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS OF AREA REDEVELOPMENT
CURRENTLY PROPOSED ON THE UCSD-SALK-BURNHAM STEM CELL
RESEARCH SITE, SCRIPPS GREEN HOSPITAL SITE, SCRIPPS
MEMORIAL HOSPITAL. UCSD THORNTON-SHILEY-MOORES
COMPLEX, SITE 653, AND MULTIPLE OTHER UCPG DEVELOPMENT
PROPOSALS?

Comments submitted by the UCPG and by the La Jolla Farms homeowners have
provided invaluable analysis and insights into the proposed redevelopment fer decision
makers and ajl interested parties. We are grateful for their contributions. In conclusion,
we reiterate what we consider to be the threshold issue:

HOW CAN THE RIGHT TO BUILD REMAIN VESTED WHEN SALK
HAS CHANGED THE ORIGINAL PROJECT SO SUBSTANTIALLY?

Thank you for your consideration.

Joanne H. Pearson
Chair. San Diego Sierra Club Coastal Comumittee

Ce: Hon. Scott Peters, District 1
Jim Waring, Director of Land use and economic Development
City Attorney Michael Aguirre
Laurinda Owens, California Coastal Commission
Linda Colley, University City Planning Group

19

110

)

. i

Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines does not require the same level of analysis for

alternatives as the proposed project. An off-site alternative location was discussed on page

8-3 of the EIR and it was rejected from consideration for reasons described in the EIR and -,

summarized in response to comment N24 from Courtney Coyle. Subsequently, the applicant
has determined that securing off-site daycare capacity and housing units is betcer suited to

their goals for the Institute and the propercy. As such, these uses are no longer proposed on
site under the Refined Project Design, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR.

The list of projects considered in the cumulative analysis was derived from a list of active
applications on file with the City at the time the EIR was iniciated (i.e., NOP released). At
the time, the geographic limits of the list were defined as the area within the University
City community west of I-5. Any development on the UCSD property, such as the stem cell
research project or Thorton Hospital project, would be consistent with the LRDP and were
taken into consideration in the cumulative analysis, The other projects mentioned in this
comment did not have active applications in the City or were anticipared in the buildour of
the UCSD campus and are analyzed in the 2004 UCSD LRDP EIR.

Responses to the UCGP and Courtney Coyle letters are provided in this Final EIR, As noted
above, the "development right” perception referenced in chis comment comes from the
Development Intensity Element of the Unseersity Community Plan and not from the original
land grant,
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ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE

Dipicaten 10 ECOsYsTim PROTECTION AND SUSTAINASBLE LAND Usk

May 20, 2007

Allison Sherwood, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego, Development Services Depaniment
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Re:

Comments oo Salk Institute Master Plan, DEIR

Dear Ms. Sherwood,

The Endangered Habitats League has followed this proposal for several years and over
that time has visited the site, identified aress of concern, and provided Saik
representatives with suggestions related to those concemns.

While impacts 1o sensitive biological resources per the DEIR may appear minimal with
respect 10 gross acreages, it is important to undersiand that this area supports a complex
of natural vegetation communities exceedingly rare in type, composition, and location.
Consequently, our comments to the applicant's original proposal included the following
recommendations:

1.
2.

Consistency with MSCP siandards, emphasizing avoidance over mitigation
Provide a “net environmental benefit™ to species, and reserve design

3. Avoid direct or indirect impacts to vernal pools. Enhance existing vernal pools.

NStk

Provide a public educational opportunity in association with the vernal pocl
complex.

Control non-native and invasive species

Inelude City owned land in MHPA boundary adjustment

Provide adequate funding for ongoing management and menitoring.

. Maximize avoidance to Diegan coastal sage scrub on the southern mesa proposed

temporary housing area .

With the inclusion of recommendations regarding the brush management zone, our
comments will be limited to these areas of concern,

MHPA

J1 Qur initial impression when viewing the MHPA boundary for the entire area was that the
MHPA boundasy was drawn exclusively according to property ownership and did not

t
8424-A SANTA MOMICA BvD.. #592. LOS ANGELES. CA S0069-4767 4 wWWWEHLLAGUEOAG ¢ PHONE 213.B042750 +  Fax 323654.1931

n

17000

Comment noted. The MHPA proposed as part of the Refined Project Design would
encompass undeveloped land on the north mesa (amounting to 1.3 acres). Addicionally, the
Refined Project Design proposes a conservation easement over the south mesa to preserve its
resources in perpetuity {see the Preface to the Final EIR for additional details). With regatd to
invasive plant species, the applicant would remove all invasive species from the Salk premises,
including the additional areas referenced in this comment, as part of the Exotic Vegetation
Removal Plan (see Appendix F to the biological technical report). Non-invasive hydroseed
mix {see Table 1 in the Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan) would be applied for erosion control
on any area larger than 100 square feet. Therefore, invasive species would be removed from
the areas in question regardless if they are added to the MHPA.
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take into account biological functions within this ecological complex. For example,
topographic influence on biclogical resources and ecosystem function was ignored,
particulariy along the southemn mesa boundary.

While the proposed addition of 3.2 acres net to the MHPA is quanut.auvely a positive, the
influence on reserve design and function, again particularly on the south, is the more
appropriale metric by which 1o value the additional acreage. The proposed additions 10
the MHPA would improve reserve design and would contribute to the long-term
functions and values of the biological system. These contributions are compromised
however by wa issues outside the control of the applicants: Adjacent City owned land,
and the brush management zones.

Itis our understanding that the applicants forwarded our suggestion to City staff that City
owned land in the southwest (including the road and pumgp facility), and southeast
quadrants be inciuded in the MHPA boundary adjustment (DEIR Figure 5.3-3). City stalf
apparently rejected this proposal, in part because of the degraded nature of the some of
the area, or designation as a fire buffer.

ith These areas could then
be managed and monitored consisient with the adjacent Salk open space. Invasive non-
native species {present in both arcas) could be eliminated, restoration of the degraded
areas around the pump station could be implemented, and the future of this rare coastal
remnani complex of vegetation communities would be greatly enhanced. If the cost of
implementing these actions underlies the siafl position, EHL would commit resources o
helping the City find grant funding.

Brush Management

Fire safety should not focus entirely on application of brush management clearing
standards. Under any development altemnative, fire resistant construction malenials and
fire-sale building technique and design should be maximally utilized, and brush
management zones adjusted accordingly. The objective is 10 avoid or reduce impacts to
nafural lands wherever possible as a first choice, The function and value of the preserve
areas could be greatly enhanced if the proposed brush management zones were amended
in three specific locations,

« Brush Management Zone 2 within the vernal pool complex in the Northern Preserve
Area is unnecessary. This particular vemal pool compiex has a very low fuel load and
will be managed to control non-native (potentially fire-flashy) species. If necessary,
auxiliary water supply source could be located in this relatively small area for fire

conlingencies. We recommend the elimination of Zone 2 in this area,

* Maritime succulent scrub is one of the rarest plant communities in this ecoregion. Brush
Management Zone 2 within the maritime succulent scrub on the Northern Preserve Area
should be adjusted 1o reduce lhe 50% cl:anng standard by pmwdmg an a\mhmy water
supply. : il :

J2

Comment noted. The applicant and City both agree that it is desirable to reduce impacts

cve000

3

to sensitive habitat caused by brush management, With regard to the vernal pool area, the -

applicant has modified che Salk Community Center Building as part of the Refined Projecs
Design such that no brush management occurs in the vernal pool area (see Figure 5.3-2 in the
Final EIR) . With regard to the maritime succulent scrub, no reduction in brush management
impacts can be implemented under the existing tegulations and che Refined Project Design;
howevet, any sensitive plant species that occur within Zone 2 would be tagged before brush
management is initiated, as described in Section 5.3.2 of the Habitar Management Plan.
Additional reductions in brush management could occur in the future if the City adopts an
alternative compliance brush management plan for the Salk Community Cenrer that avoids
impacts in the sensitive habitat while providing fire protection that is functionally equwalcnt
to the required fire break,
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should be expanded. H g
m_unmbzmumnmm_m

Residential Units, South Mesa .

While technically cutside of the MHPA, we identified impacts to this high value Diegan
coastal sage scrub arca as one of particular concern — from our perspective an arca that
should have been included in the MHPA when those boundaries were initially drawn.

Early versions of the residential footprint were unnecessarily expansive. The apphcanw
have reduced the footprint and while we recommend impacts to this area avoided
entirely, we acknowledge that the proposed avoidance is consistent with the MSCP. The
North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative would locate this and the day care
fact]lly on the porth mesa, but eliminate southern MHPA addlhons lﬂh&ﬂrzﬂb.ﬁi:m

North Mesa Vernal Pool Complex

The applicants have adopted an avoidance and conservation strategy consistent with our
recommendations {or the vemal poal complex. Of particular concern were indirect
impacts from toxic hardscape runolf. We appreciate that water quality impacts on the
north mesa will provide a net benefit vis-a-vis existing conditions should the project be
adopted. Concerns remain that adequate funding is available (o impiement long-term
manzagement and monitoring for the entire preserve, including the vemal pool complex.

Restoration, Monitoring and Management Funding and Performance
if & project altemnative is approved, adequate funding and pcrformancc standards/success
criteria must be provided for:

* Restoration of degraded habitat

* Elimination of non-native and invasive species

* Monitoring for implementation comptiance and species and habitat conservation
¢ Adaptive management of preserve arcas

J3

J4

J3

EPE000

Comment noted. The City appreciates the commenter's acknowledgment that habitat
impacts would occur outside the MHPA, consistent with the MSCP Subarea Plan. Impacts
to sensitive habitat avoided by the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative would
also be avoided by the Refined Project Design, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR
In both cases, the applicant would not shift the south mesa habirat into the MHPA since it
biological mitigation obligation would be met in the MHPA proposed un the north mesa.

Comment noted. The vernal pools will be monitored and managed as described in the
proposed Habitat Management Plan (HMP) appended ro the EIR (see Appendix B).

The project HMP has been modified consistent with the Refined Project Design, which excludes
the south mesa from che MHPA since the biological mitigarion obligation for the project can
be satisfied in the MHPA on the north mesa. In terms of habitat enhancement, non-native
and invasive species would be removed from the Salk property during the implementatio
of the Exortic Vegetation Removal Plan. As shown in Table 2 of the HMPV, non-native species
removal would be monitored twice annually after the 25-month monitoring peried for ervsion
control is completed under the Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan, The $44,500 endowment
contained in the HMP was developed using an estimate of the costs 1o conduct the required
HMP tasks annually, taking into account that a portion of the funding would come out of
the Salk Institute’s annual operating budger for HMP tasks they would be responsible for,
including exotic species control and trash removal in the preserve. Thus, che endowritent
would be for non-Salk Instituce rasks identified in Table 2, such as vernal peol monitoring and
annual reporting. Because the HMP was reviewed and approved by the Wildlife Agencies,
i.e., USFWS and CDFG, prior to its release as parc of the EIR, the endowment was deemed
adequate by City staff.

RTC-50



COMMENTS

RESPONSES

J5
Cont.

The PAR will provide an accurate assessment of long-term management costs and define
a necessary endowment, We are unable to assess the adequacy of the proposed
endowment of $44,500.

The Biological Technical Repart (sections IV and V) indicates that a final assessment for
the removal of exotic vegetation will be preformed at the end of 2 25-month peried.
However, there is no obligation to insure that the exotic vegetation removal is successful

or complete; on the contrary success criteria associated with invasive control is explicitly .

not required. i

ORHnEng ia L L 11 D€ &3¢ 1QpCA ana adopied and Ine [y

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, 7
Ufcmd_

Michael Beck
San Diego Director
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SAN DIEGO AUDUBON SOCIETY

4891 Pacific Highway, Suite 112 » San Diego CA 92110 » 619/682-7200

May 20, 2007

Ms. Allison Sherwood, Environmeniat Pianner
City of San Diego Development Servicas Center
1222 1st Ave, M 5 501

San Diego, CA 52101

Re: Salk Institute Mastar Plan
Project No. 44675

Dear Ms. Sherwood,

The San Diego Audubon Society {SDAS) appretiates the opportunity to comment on the Salk
Institute Master Plan Dra# Environmental Impact Report (REIR), We also thank the Salk
Institute for inviting San Diego Audubon to several public information meetings that explained
the project and solicited our comments,

The Master Plan has incorporated a number of environmentally bereficial design concep!s into
the preject: underground parking, turf surface on the parking garage, containment/treatment of
water runoff from hard surface areas and sheet flow discharge frorm high velume runofi.
However, we do have several questions about other aspects of the DEIR.

Daycare Fagility
As noted in Figure 5.3-2 and on page 5.3-18, approximately 1.83 acres of sensitive habitat will
be eliminated and saveral sensitive species of plants and animals impacted by the project.
Additional impacts to habitat will ocour from brush management. The bulk of these impacts are
associated with the daycare facility. An alternative design should be considered that relocates
the daycara faciity to the north mesa. The Community Center building I$ & logical relocation
choice since it will have 117,000 sq. ft. and the daycare facility requires only 12,000 sq. ft. --
aboul 10% of the total square foatage of the center. It should also be possible o use the turt
area of the garage for the 10,000 sqg. ft. play area. Daycare parking coutd be designated in the
adjacent garage. Relocating the daycare facility would preserve a large portion of the south
mesa since the daycare parking Spaces and brush managament would no longer be needed,
Ralocating would also improve the esthetics of the project and akfay many of the concerns
expressed by area neighbors,

Trail Impacis
The DEIR does not mention public access impacts to the Southwest Beach Trail from the west
and of Salk Institute Road (Public Parks/Trails comments, page 5.2-16 and Figure §.2-1). it Is
clear from aerial photegraphs (Figura 5.2-1) that people use this route to the beach, The anly
other actess Is from La Jofla Farms Road. Tha impacts to public access to tha Southwest Trail
from Salk Institute Road should be discussed in the EIR.

K1

K2

K3

Sy€000

The commenter’s mention of environmentally beneficial design concepts of the project is
noced,

‘The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EiR)
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

The City respectfully notes that if people are using the “Southwest Beach Trail” route (referred
to as Box Canyon Trail in the EIR) to access the beach, they are actually wrespassing on private
property, as the trail visible on EIR Figure 5.2-1 extends directly from the western terminus
of Salk Insritute Road, a private driveway on Institute property. No public access impaces
wete discussed in the EIR because this route does not necessitate protection since it stem

from private property; therefore, no additional analysis is required. As noted on page 5.1-21
of the EIR, “[t}he proposed project would not affect access to the beach along Box Canyon
Trail, an unimproved foot trail that extends west from Black Gold Road.” Sufficient public
access to Box Canyon Trail currently exists from off-site Black Gold Road (nor La Jolla Farms
Road as mentioned in the comment) and would remain unchanged and unimpeded with
implementation of the proposed project. See respunse to comment I7 from the San Dicgo
Sierra Club for related discussion.
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The potential impact of domestic pets is discussed on page 5.3-28, Specifically mentionad is the s discussed fn tesponse to comment A3 from {he Wildlife Agencies, the ap}: jcant 15 00
threat from cats, which kill large numbers of birds, redents and reptiles. The DEIR then comes longer proposing to construct the temporary housing quarters, therefore, there is no need for
to the amazing conclusion that since the residents in the temporary heusing units are lass likely a "no pets pg]icy,"

to have pets, there is no significart impact.

A single cat could wipe out the entire local population of endangered California gnatcatchers in
a few days, espscially during nesting season which runs from March 1 to August 15,
Furthermore, birds that live in the coastal sage scrub and chaparral habitat nest on or near the
ground, rmaking them especiafly vulnerabls fo both cats and dogs. Escaped cats could easfly
become lost in the unfamiliar surroundings and become feral. Pets, especially cats, should not T
be allowed in the temporary housing facility. Any deviation from the no-pets policy should have
strict, enforceable rules on keeping the pets indoors and significant penaities for failure to do so.
— K5 As noted in the project Habitat Management Plan (HMP) and detailed in the Exotic

Invasive Plant Removal ) i " Vegetation Removal Plan (EVRP; Appendix F to the project Biological Technical Report), the
Removal of four spacies of exotic, invasive plants on Salk property is covered on page 3-11 of d | of s . i for thei . . . .
the DEIR. Howsvar, thers is no mention of when this wouid be accomplished. The DEIR should targeted removal of four exoLic species, chosen for their SEVENty as NOXIous exotc vegetation

specify that removal of invasive plants would occur at the outset of the project. Otherwise, the in the area, would begin concurrent with construction of the firse building under the proposed

problem will only get worsa in the canyon and adjacent hillsides, all of which are part of MHPA. project (i.e., at the outset of the project). (A statement noting the timing of the targeced
In order to address areas in the MHPA where invasive and exotic plants have already spread, . 1 has be dded 10 of the Final EIR} A 2 h .
Salk could coordinate with volunteer groups and the city to remove or kil the plants in the vegeration removal has been added to page 3-10 of the Fina ) 3-month maintenance

afiected areas. and monitoring period will follow the initial plant removal and, following the 2%-month
period, as required in the EVPR, the Salk Institute will conduct ongoing exotic species

San Diego Audubon recognizes the positive aspscis of this project, but believes the natural

environment and esthetic qualities of site will be greatly improved by relocating the daycare control activities as described in Section 5.2 of the HMP Specifically, as noted in response
facility to the north mesa. This could be done without impacting the mission of the Salk Institute to comment D7 from the California Department of Parks and Recreation, the Institute will
or the quality of daycare. If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact

be responsible for removing populations of all exotic plant species included in the California

me: [nvasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) Invasive Plant Inventory. Zero Tolerance Species (including
Sincerely, ‘ species ranked High by Cal-IPC) will be identified and mapped during initial site visits to

the preserve area and such species will be removed within two weeks after their discovery.
Me! Hinton . Focused weeding events also will take place in January/February and again in April/May, with
President additional weeding to occur as needed throughout the remainder of the year. Prevention/

melhinton @ sbeglobal.net

£19.682-7200 reduction of exotic species introduction on the project site will be an on-going process.

Ké Comment noted.
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May 21, 2007

Ms. Alkson Sherwood, Environmental Planner

City of 5an Diego Development Services Center N ANAN]
1222 kst Ave, M5 501 COASTKEEPER
San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Coastkeeper Comments on the Salk Institute Master Plan Drait EIR (Project No. 44675)

Dear Ms. Sherwood:

[ am writing on behalf of San Diego Coastkeeper (Coastkeeper) an envirormental organization
waorking to protect regional waters in Southern California, With 5,000 supporters, Coastkeeper is
the largest nen-profit organization dedicated to coastal protection in San Iiego. We have
participated in the master plan précess tor the Salk [nstitute for the last two years, including
several meetings with project propenents and are pleased 1o comment on this draft Environmental
Impact Report (dEIR). '

We wrile in support of the comments by the University City Planning Group (Linda Colley) and by
Attomey Courtney Coyle. Our specific comments will be limited to issues of water quality,
however we urge you to resalve the very real concerns brought up by these commentors before
moving forward on the project.

[ Surfuce Rungff (Section 5.8 Iesues 16:2)

Development of all kind can have a dramatic effect on erosion, water quality and sedimentation.
By preventing the infiltration of rainfall and other predpitation into the soil, developments which
increase impervious cover {e.g. roads, buildings and parking lots) or channelize flow representa -
significant alteration in the natural hydrologic cycle. lmpervious cover causes more water to reach
waterways faster and with proportionally greater erosive force than natural hydrology. This
increased erosion and channel instability resulting from impervious cover contributes to
downstream sedimentation which can suffocate and contaminate riverine ecosystems. We were
pleased to see that the dEIR actually reduces impervious cover. However, despite the net decrease
in impervious surface, there is an increase in runoff at several locations within the project,

Figure 5.8-2 shows runoff conditions for both pre and post construction. In particular, we are
concemed with runoff from the north mesa into the canyen (interior of the project site). The flows
have changed froem the current 1.8 cubic feet per second (cfs) to a projected 5.7 cfs. Similarly,
drainage off the western end of the south mesa has increased by 6.4 cfs. Given the known
contaminants in this surface water (see table 5.8-1) the increased flow into our canyons and MSCP
lands is potentially problematic,

The dEIR (p. 5.8-13} asserts that discharge from the north mesa would be dissipated through a
vegetated swale and/or generally level terrain. Please specify what mitigation will actually be built
and provide supporting figures to demonstrate no increase in downstream erosion potential, Also,

specify the design storm used (if any) in this calculation.

2825 Dewey Road, Suile 200 San Diego, CA 92106 619-758-7743 Fax 619- 2244538 www.sdcoastkeeper.org
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L2

L3

L4

Comment noted. Responses to the University Community Plaoning Group and Courtney
Coyle are provided in this Final EIR.

S
implementation of the proposed project would resule in minor increases in 100-year storm
runoff at several oucler points {with all remaining outlets exhibiting no increase or a net
decrease in 100-year flows). The Refined Project Design, which would leave the southern {2
mesa undeveloped, would maintain the runoff characteristics from that portion of the site pba
as they exist today and no increase in flows would occur from the southwese outlet (see the ~%
Preface to the Final EIR). The EIR addresses increased flows on page 5.8-13, and concludes
that no associated significant impacts would occur based on the relatively minor increases, as
well as reductions in discharge velocity accomplished chrough the following considerations
outlined on page 5.8-13 in the EIR: (1) the flow increase ac the central portion of the north
mesa would be directed through a vegerated, rock-lined swale (i.e., tiprap apron), and/or
generally level landscaped areas prior to entering the adjacent canyon, which would slow an
disseminate the flows (as well as allow for infiltration), and effectively reduce the potential
for concentrated flows and downstream erosion; and (2) post-development flows at the
northwestern carner of the south mesa would pass through an existing energy dissipation
structure thae is adequate to accommodate the described runoff increase, and would slow and
disseminate the flows prior o off-site discharge. Therefore, the minor increase in {lows would
not cause erosion, water quality and sedimentation impacts.

As noted in this comment and above in response to comment L2, Figure 5.8-2 depicts an
increase in post-development flows. The EIR acknowledges on page 5.8-19 that “Long-
term project operation and maintenance could result in the generacion and off-site transport
of urban and industrial contaminants...with associated potential effects...in downstream
receiving waters.” This discussion also goes on to describe the fact that the project would
conform to applicable NPDES and City Storm Water Standards through the implementation
of appropriate post-conscruction site design, source control and treatment controt BMPs.
Specific proposed BMPs are identified in the EIR and accompanying technical studies,
including: (1) site design features, {2) source control measures and (3} treatment control
measures (see page 5.8-19). As described in the project Water Quality Technical Report
(Appendix H of the EIR), the described combination of site design, source control an
treatment control BMPs would effectively address potential impacts from projece-relatea
tunoff and contaminant generation, and would provide conformance with applicable NPDES
and City of San Diego Storm Water Standards for both the proposed project and the existing
facilicy.

As noted above in the response to comment L3, proposed BMPs associated with the north
mesa would invelve site design (minimizing impervious sutfaces, directing runoff into
vegetated areas on-site, and use of native andfor drought-toletant vegetation), source control
{stenciling and monitoring/maintenance of storm drain inlets, use of IPM, and instalation
of native and/or drought-tolerant landscape variettes), and treatment control (vegetation- or
rock-lined swales and storm drain filter inserts) measures to address potential impacts related
to project-generated runoff and contaminanes,

RTC-54


http://www.sdroastkreper.org

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

14 cont.

As noted in Table "A” in the Drainage Study (Appendix G of the EIR) and discussed above,
there will be an increase in peak flow of 3.9 cfs from Basin 3, hut an overal reduction of 4.7
cfs of overland flow intothe canyon from the norch. The 0.9 cfs increase downstream of the
southern outfall that was previously identified in the Draft EIR would not occur under the
Refined Project Design, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR. Therefore, although -
the development would result in increased peak flows at the aforementioned outler points,
the existing and proposed velocity-reducing devices [i.e., vegetated and/or rock-lined (riprap)
swales] would be adequately sized to manage projected peak flows. No significant increase in
downstream erosion potential would oceur as a result of the implementation of such devices
in the proposed project. Inclusion of supporting calculations and figures showing the erosion-
reduction potential of the existing velocity-reducing devices is not required under CEQA. A
100-year design storm was used in calculating the pre- and post-construction flow rates.

8¥£000
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L3 A runoff increase projected in the southwest, as deseribed in the Draft EIR, would not occur
undet the Refined Project Design because the southern mesa would remain undeveloped;
Page2 therefore, chis comment is no longer applicable.

L5 The southwestern increase is labeled as minor in the dEIR (p. 5.8-13) and the existing energy LG Comment noted. The projece applicant recognizes the stated concerns regarding the
dlsslpzflens Swenasadequfte to accommc‘,dale ac!c!mom] Ijlt.Jw without changing erasion preservation of natural vegetation, and the proposed design incorporates such preservation
potential. Tlease support this statement with spedific capacities. . . . . . . -

L wherevet feasible. Specifically, impacts to native habitars are limited to less than 0.1 acre (as
Shori-term Construction (5.8-14} described in Section 5.3 of the Final EIR), with substantial areas of native habitat on the north

L6 As the dEIR peints out, the potential for the discharge of pollutants to storm water from and south mesas to be preserved in perpetuity under the Refined Project Design.
contaminated or erodible surface areas is even higher during the construction phase. The most
eifective way to contro) erasion is o preserve existing vegetation. Preservation of natural . ;
vegetation provides a natural buffer zone and an apportunity for infiltration of storm water and L7 Comment noted. The EIR identiftes a number of potential conscruction BMPs to address
capture of the poliutants in the s0il matrix. The advantages of preservation of natural vegetation issues including erosienfsedimentation, construction-relared hazardous marerials, demolition-
are that higher quantities of storm water runaf can be handled than newly seeded areas, increased telated debris generation, and disposal of extracted groundwater on pages 5.8-14 through
fillering capacity is achieved through dense vegetation and root systems found in preserved . icl , X b
natural vegetation and preservation of natural vegetation is usually less maintenance than planting 5.8-18. The determination of which of these measures, and their locations, will be m.u'
new vegetation. Due 10 these advantages, we ask that preservation of natural vegetation be appropriate on the ground will be made as part of the Storm Water Pollution Prevenrio.
imP’;f‘_;'l‘led“thf primary mechanism to protect water quality in areas containing contaminated . Plan (SWPPP} process, in consultation with the RWQCB and the City of San Diego. The

| orerodible surfaces. process of identifying the types and locations of construction BMPs that will be most effective
No specific construction and post-construction BMPs are laid out in the dEIR. Instead, the in preventing and controlling the discharge of construction-related contaminants entails the

L7 document depends on the regulatery framework of City stormwater standards (identified on p. use of final grading plans, as well as che site-specific conditions referenced on page 5.8-15
5.8-6). Please identify the specific measures that will be taken on this project. To the extent the and SWFPPP contractor preferences based on previous experience (i.e., there are typically a
BMP's are based on site specific characteristics (p. 5.8-15) those characteristics should be wetl b ( ial h dd individual Based b diti d
known at this point. If such specifics are to be identified in the future, this document is better number of potentia oPtlons (o adaress l.n ividual concerns). ase. on these conaiuogns an.
considered a programmatic EIR rather than a project tevel EIR, the fact that preparation of a SWPPP is separate from (and typically not completed until

after) che CEQA process, it is generally not appropriate to identify specific construction BMPs
The reliance on the municipal permit also requires the dEIR to be brought up to date. References . inan EIR

L8 in this section are to the 2001 Municipal Permit. In January of this year, before the distribution and ’
notice of this document, the Regional Water Quality Cantrol Board adopted a renewal of the 2001 .

- permit. The new permit confains many new regulatians, including those related to Post-construction BMPs are specificaily called out on pages 5.8-18 and 5.8-19 of the EIR, with
hydromodification. Other dates alsa need to be updated. The TMDH. and section 303(d) list these measures summarized above in the tesponse to comment L3, and detailed descriptions
discussion on page 5.8-4 refer to the 2002 list. In fact, the 2006 303({d) list has been approved by the covided in th ect W Quality Technical Repart
EPA, and a 2008 st is pending at the State Water Board. Please update the requisite figures, P ' the project Water ¥ port.
lables, and text to reflect these changes.

L8 Comment noted. As indicated in this comment, a revised Municipal Permic was adopted

L9 . crotion gl MAiierncs, (34-28 by the RWQCE on January 24, 2007 (under Order No. 2007-0001). The associated Cicy
Maintenance is a key component of any successful stormwater control program. While this section 5 W Seandards h . b dated. If af h Standards are adopred, it ¢
offers a commitment for maintenance of private on/site facilities, the section does not spedifically . torm ) ater Standards have since -een updated. I, a ter.t eS¢ Stan f” s pred. )
identify the long-term BMPs as facilities. Please clarify this issue by committing sufficient ongoing devermined that additional or modified measures are required to provide conformance wit
Tesaurces to adequately mainlain all stortwater control and treatment features, including the NPDES Permit and City Storm Water Standards, the design of the proposed project
maintenance of drainage swales, energy dissipaters, as well as storm drains. storm water systern would be modified accordingly. The Municipal Storm Water Permit
The dEIR makes no specific mention of the downstream Areas of Special Biological Significance discussion on pages 5.8-6 and 5.8-7 of the EIR has been updated to reflect the 2007 adoption

LIO (ASBS). La jolla is home to two of these unique *aqua gems’: San Diego-Seripps and Le Jolla are of a renewal of the 2001 permit.

conligiaus ocean areas that are also overlapped by other state designations and protections. The
most significant threat to these beautiful areas is stormwater runoff from increased development,
Although no discharge is allowed into these areas, the dEIR does not discuss how all runoff from
the ptoject will be prevented from entering the ASBS. Nor i there any discussion on cumulative
waler quality impacts and their possible significance. Please add the required sections and discuss
how runoff and associaled contaminant loads will be kept out of the ASBS.

2825 Dewey Road, Suite 200 San Diego, CA 92106 619-758-7743 Fax 619-2244638 www sdcoastkeeper.org

The approved 2006 303(d) list inctudes the same 3.9-mile scretch of Pacific Ocean shoreline
within the Scripps HA identified in the EIR as the only impaired water downstream (with
identified contaminants limited to bacterial indicators on both the 2002 and 2006 lists). It
should also be noted that, while the 2002 listing referenced in the EIR identified several
beaches within approximarely 1.5 miles of the project site as specific areas of impairment,
the 2006 list identifies only Children's Pool Beach as impaired, with this area located
approximately 3 miles south of the projece site, While it is appropriate to use the most

6¥£000
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Li0

recent approved 303(d) listing as described by the commenter, information from pending or
draft lists is not included as such data may be subject to modification prior to adoption. The
TMDL and 303(d) list discussion on page 5.8-4 of the EIR has been updated to refer to the
2006 303(d) list and to reflect the inclusion of Children’s Pool Beach as the only specific atea
of impairment in the vicinicy.

As described above in the response to comment L3, post-construction BMPs are specifically
called out on pages 5.8-18 and 5.8-19 of the EIR, with detailed descriptions provide in
the projecc Water Quality Technical Report. The EIR notes on page 5.8-19 that “[t]he
applicant shall be responsible for all long-term maintenance of private facilitiesfareas withir
the project site...”-and “...shall enter into a Storm Warer Management and Discharge
Conttol Maintenance Agreement with the City of SanDiego to ensute the establishment and
maintenance of permanent BMPs within the project site...”. Additional details regarding
the Storm Water Management and Discharge Control Maintenance Agreement, as well as a
sample document, are provided in the project Water Quality Technical Report.

0GE000

The referenced San Diego-Scripps (ASBS 3 1jand La jolla {ASBS 29) Areas of Special Biological
Significance are located a minimum of approximately §.1 miles souch of the project site, with
associated runoff therefore not direcely tributary to chese areas. As previously described,
the project design includes a number of proposed measures to address both short- and long-
term porential concerns from project-related runoff and contaminane generation. Pursuant
to discussion in the EIR and the projece Water Quality Technical Report, these measures
would ensure conformance with all applicable regulatory requirements related 10 hydrology
and water quality, would result in runoff containing fewer contaminants than existing site
runoff, and would reduce all associated project impacts below a level of significance, Based
on the described conditions, no significant hydrology/water quality impacts ro the seferenced
Areas of Special Biological Significance are anticipated from implemencacion of the proposed
project.

Potential cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts are discussed in Section 7.2.8 of
the EIR, with this evaluation concluding that “[ijmplementation of BMP design features,
conformance with all applicable permit and regulatoty requirements and enforcement of
those petmnit requirements...and entering into a Storm Water Management and Discharge
Control Maintenance Agreement with the City would avoid any potential for cumulatively
significant warer qualjty impacts.” Based.on the above discussion, this conclusion would
also apply to potential cumnulative hydrology/water quality impacts associated with the San
Diego-Scripps and La Jolia Areas of Special Biological Significance.
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L1 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important matter, We appreciate the dedication 1.1} Comment noted. &
of the project proponents in working with outside groups such as ours and encouraging discussion U‘

on s}l aspects of the project. We look forward to seeing the above comments specifically addressed
and issues resolved in the final EIR. Please do not hesitate to contact me at 619 758-7743 ext. 109 or

gabe@sdcpastkeeper.prg with any questions or comments.

Sincerely,
Gabriel Solmer, Esq.

Legal Director
San Diego Coastkeeper

1825 Dewey Road, Suite 200 San Diego, CA 92106 619-758-7743 Fax 619-224-4638 www sdcoastkeeper.org
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M1

Friends of Rose Canyon
6804 Fisk Avenue
San Diego, CA 92122
858.597-0220
Rosecanyon @san.mm.com

May 21, 2007

Aliison Sherwood, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center

1222 1st Ave, mail stop 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Friend of Rose Canyon comments on the Salk EIR
Date: May 21, 2007

Re: Project Number 44675, SCH No. 2004101049

. Sent by email, with Attachments | gnd 2

Dear Ms, Sherwood:

On behalf of the friends of Rose Canyon we submil the following comments regarding

the Salk Institute Master Plan draft Environmental Impact Statement.

This comment from the Friends of Rose Canyon adopts in their entirety and incorporates
by reference comments made by Courtney Coyle in her comment letier regarding the
proposed Salk Institute Master Plan on behalf of the La Jolla Farms homeowners dated
May 7, 2007, and incorporates by reference the comments of the University City -
Planning Group in their comment letter from Linda Colley, Chairperson of the University
City Planning Group dated May 3, 2007. The friends of Rose Canyon comment also
incorporates by reference the deed granted by the city of San Diego to the Salk Institute
{or Biological Studies dated December 19, 1961, The Friends of Rose Canyon's
comment also incorporates by reference the composite of the agreement between the city
of San Diego and the Salk Institute for Biological Studies dated June 3, 1966. Our
comments are largely based on that latter document, and are focuscd on two major issues:
1. The composite agreement does not include a ;;rovision that allows a day care

cenler to be built on the south Mesa, and

2. The City should consider testoring the provision that would allow reversion of
the property to the City in the case of an un-rectified breach of the agreement
by Salk that was eliminaed entirely in the sixth subsidiary agreement.

M1

Comments noted; see responses below.

<
(o
o
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We particularly sﬁpporl the comments by the UCPG that raise major concerns
about the placement of the day care center on the south mesa and tbe need for an
alternative location for it. An alternative location for the housing is also something

we strongly support.

The current agreement between the City and Salk does not allow a day
care facility.

First, with respect to the provisions that condition the use deeded by the City to Salk; the
city of San Diego agreed to grant a conditional use permit for uses by Salk that were
clarified in paragraph 7 (p. 6 of the composite agreement). These conditions apply to
“Salk or any successors in interest. In this paragraph the Corporation agreed to limit its

use of the propenty to the:

primary purpose of building, establishing, maintaining and operating a
non-profit facility devoted to the advancement and dissemination of
knowledge relevant to the health and well-being of man, primarily by
research, advanced instruction and training (&) in biology, (b} in the cause,
prevention and cure of disease, and (¢} in the factors and circumstances
conducive to the fulfiliment of man's biological potential and for purposes
germane thereto, including without limitation, those specified in paragraph
6 D hereof.

Paragraph & D (p. 5 of the composite agreement} referred to housing facilities on
the property ("except as otherwise agreed upon between the City and

wn

Corporation”) to housing for: "visiting scientists and scholars,” “scientists and
scholars in residence temporarily,” "maintenance personnel.." "short term guests
and for the Director of the Institute of Corporation.” The paragraph also included
areference to hospilal facilities that could be constructed en the premises to

provide treatment "primarily related 1o research conducted by Corporation on the

property.”

Paragraph 7 and paragraph 6 D, taken together, show that although the overall intent of
the agreement is 1o limit uses of the property to constructing and operating non-profit

research facilities, which at that time comprised the North laboratory and South

M2

£Ge0ad

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR)
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

Nonetheless, the City notes that paragraph 7 of the grant deed explicitly provides that the
uses identified in paragraph 612 were not intended to be an exhaustive list—indeed, paragraph
6D only references certain uses or portions of the site for housing and hospital facilities that
were contemplated at the time. If the City and Salk had intended it to be an exhaustive list
of uses at the site, they would not have used the phrase “including without limitation, those
specified in paragraph 6D hereof (emphasis ddded).” I[nstead, the agreement used the broader
language of paragraph 7 to reflect the parties’ intention that a broad range of uses that are
“germane” to the operation of a research facility should be permirced.
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laberatory buildings (see page 4 of the composite agreement), construction could be
extended to housing and hospital facilities described in paragraph 6 D. This paragraph
indicates that the City did not intend to allow Salk full discretion to construct any
building that it wanted to. The temporary staff housing, and passible hospital facility
were explicitly called out as exceptions to the property’s research purpose, must have
been the subject of discussion and negoiiation between the City and Salk, and therefore
were given their own paragraph. [f there had been any intent to allow a day care center at
that lime, that building would have been included in paragraph 6 D to protect such a

facility from future challenges. it was not.

We do not argue here that a day’care center will not facilitate and promote the original
non-profit research intent reflecied in the composite agreement, but the City merely
granling a permit 10 the day care center is not sufficient to honor the terms of the
agreement. Al the time thal the composite agreement was framed, on site day care was
extremely rare, as were the femnale scientific staff members likely to be its major users.
The omission of a day care facility from paragraph & D is quite understandable. However,
the City and Salk should amend paragraph 6 D (o include a day care facility to avoid any

future challenges to its construction as a breach of the agreement.

The reversion provision should be restored

In the original agreement dated January 17, 1961, the procedures that apply in the
instance of a breach of the terms of the agreement by Salk are described in paragraph 8
(p. 7). We will apply these procedures to a hypothetical case in which Salk has sold a
parce! to a developer who prepares to construct residential units on the South Mesa. This
would breach the permission that limits use of the propenty lo nonp:;Jﬁt scientific
purposes. The City Manager (in today's system, the Mayor) would provide notice of the
breach 1o the developer. Within 60 days the developer would respond to the city
detailing reasons why his conduct’was not a violation. I the City and the developer
could not settle their dispute informally, within 60 days, it MUST (“shall"} be submitied

to binding arbitration, Should the developer ignore the city's initial complaint, or the

M3

M4

¥Ge000

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface o the Final EIR®
and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. ;

The City appreciates the commenter's concerns that an additional burden could be placed an
the courc system to enforce the City grant deed unless the right of reversion of che propercy
to the City was restored to the agreement, Tt should be noted first chat these concerns do not
speak to the adequacy of the EIR for CEQA purposcs, since they do not have physical effects
on the environment; economic and social impacts such as the potential additional burden en
the court system do not in themselves constitute significant impacts under CEQA. Economic
and social impacts may be used as evidence for the significance of a physical impact — but
there is no physical impact that these considerations pertain to. Subdivision of the property
in and of itself will not create any new physical impacts, bue will merely allow for easier
financing and phasing of construction ~ which would be occurring whether the property is
subdivided or not.

In any event, the City believes the grant deed's arbitration provisions will be sulficient to
enforce the agreement without undue burden on the court system, as most disputes should
be resolved through arbitration. In addition, it should be noted thar the original agreement
prior to the removal of the reversion provision also allowed for arbitration and litigation
in certain circumstances to enforce the agreement's terms; as such, any additional burder.
to the court system arising from the removal of the reversion provision is not likely to be
significant,

The Ciry does not believe that it is appropriate to amend the grant deed to resrore the reversion
provision. The proposed project does not include any changes thar would atherwise require
the applicant and the City to reopen and renegociace the existing agreement. Ia addirion,
since the reversion provision was originally removed to facilitate financing of the properry,
putting the reversion provision back by means of an amendment to the agreement could
impair the applicanc’s financing efforts and the development of the property as contemplared
by the proposed project. As such, neither the applicant nor the City helieve it is necessary or
prudent to renegotiate the City grant deed that has worked successfully for many decades.
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orders of the binding arbitration, then the City Council could cause the properiy 1o revert
1o the city. '}

A third subsidiary agreement dated December 18th, 1963, changed the procedure for
handling disputes. If the dispute could not be handled informally, it still MUST be
submitted 1o arbitration. If the developer ignored the City’s complaint, or the order of the
arbitration board, the City could seek appropriate relief after 120 days in "any court of
competent jurisdiction for appropriale relief to require the elimination, correction or

wd

rectification of the said violations or breaches.”” The City could seek this alternative

solution only if they gave up the right of reversion. If they did not pursue this alternative,
the City, acting through the City Courcil, could seek a reversion of the propenty as
described above.

However, the sixth subsidiary agreement in the composite agreement dated June 3, 1566,
eliminated the reversion provision. In the case of a perceived breach by the developer, as
detailed in the earlier agreement, the City could try to settle informally, and if that failed
the City MUST 1ake the dispute to arbitration. If the developer failed to carry oul the
orders of the arbitration board, then the only alternative for the city would be to take the
dispute to "any count of competent junisdiction.” "The remedy provided by this paragraph
shall be exclusive.” The paragraph conceming reversion was deleted. By deleting the
reversion provision, the entire burden for enforcement is placed on an already burdened
court system. This is a0t to imply that such an approach would be inconsistent with the
current likelihood that the court will uphold an arbitration decision, however this

exclusive approach may be laberious, time-consuming and expensive for both the city

! Paragraph 8C in the original agreement, addresses the document of completion deliverable to Salk by the
City after completion and initial operation of the origina) buildings. the North and South laberatories. The
City's right of reversion would no longer be available with respect to these initial buildings after Salk
abtained the document of completion. It logically would be applicable however to future construction not
detailed in the original agreement, This language should be clarified.

! Report by the City Manager to the Honorable Mayor and City Council, dutsg June 8, 1965, reports on a
certificate of completion statement dated May 28, 1965, (See atachment 1.)

* The language refating the arbitration provisions and the option to take the dispute to court could be
clearer. Since the arbitration uses “shall” language, it MUST happen before cither the court option ar the
1eversion option would be available. Qur interpretation of the language is that if the dispute is stilk not

scttled after binding arbitration, then the City would have the option under subsidiary 3 of taking the matier -

10 court 1o obtain a remedy or to proceed with the reversion action.

_—
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and Salk or its successor in interest. Irreparable damages to the parcel might ensue. The
reversion provision could provide the Cily with o more efficient means 1o enforce the
agreement. The City should consider restoning this provision and clarilying the language

that pertains to the City’s remedies 1o a breach of the agreement.

Location of “temporary’ buildings on City property

A levter from John P. Fowler, Deputy City Manager, dated April 2, 1980, states that the
City granted a Temporary Use Permit to Salk {and to UCSD who atso was occupying the
land) for a period of 2 years. (See attachment 2.) A plot plan diagram that accompanied
the letter indicated that the temporary buiidings were located on city Iand (thus the neeﬂ
for a Temporary Use Permit). Another property line is indicated to the North that is
labeled “"CITY/SALK PROPERTY LINE?T" Please clarily whether these buildings are
still located on City land, and where the aciual Salk property lines are located. Please
include any documents that describe a land exchange, or any agreements that medified

the originat Salk property boundaries.*

In summary, the Friends of Rose Canyon endorses and incorporates by reference
comments on the DEIR offered by the La Jolia Farms Homeowners and the University
City Planning Group. We have pointed out that the agreements beiween the City of San
Diego and Salk do net provide an exception for the construction of a day care center, so
the agreement must be modified accordingly. We have also suggested that the language
that pertains to the certificate of completion and its scope of impaci to the reversion
provision should alse be clarified. In addition, we recommended that the City consider
restoring the reversion provision for cases in which Salk or a successor party have
breached and not repaired a provision or provisions of the agreement. The language that
pertains to the City’s reimedies for breach should also be clarified. Finally, we have
asked for clarification of the location of “tlemporary” buildings with respect to Salk/City

proi)eny lines.

* The La folla Farms Homeawners comment letter refers 1o the temporary buildings (p. 16) with respect to
promised removal as & condition for project approval in 1991.

M5

M6

S6£000

The temporary buildings are not located on City land anymore, bur are fully within the limits
of the Salk Institute property boundary. Please see EIR Figure 2-3 for an aerial photograph o
the Salk campus and current property lines (which encompass the temporary buildings) and
Figure 3-1. Page 5.1-3 of the EIR explains that an additional CUP Amendment effectuating
a land exchange between the City and the Institute was granted in 1985, The land swap
eliminated 2.57 acres of Salk land from the southwestern end of the property in exchange
for 2.3 acres of City-owned land on the souchern end of the north mesa (including portons
of Pueblo Lots 1323 and 1324). A portion of the land that Salk obcained from the City
in the 1985 CUP covered the “site of tcemporary buildings” as shown on Attachment 2 of
the comment letter. ‘The documents describing the land exchange and CUP amendmeur
including a grant deed from the City to the Salk Instiruce and a quitclzim deed from che
Insticute to the City, are part of the publie record on file and available for viewing at che
City,

Comment noted. Please see responses to comments M1 through M35,
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MATOR AMD CITY COUHCIL

LGEQ00

FROM THE CITY MANAGER

JUN 81965
{FOR ACTICL) R .

SUBJECT: Salk Institute - Recordedle Document of Completicn and
Ccemencement of Operationy.-

The Salk Inetitute eotered into an sgreement deted January 18, 1961, with
the City of Sar Dlego, vhich agreement Bes becn amended in pert by e gubs
sidiary agreement snd Second, third, emepded thire, fourth snd fifth sub-
ticdiary egreements. Pursusnt to the egreement, the City conveyed certain
real property to the fnsiitute, cnd tha [nstitute, purrusnt to plans and
specifications epproved by the City and s building permit issued by the

City, hes constructed on ra’d real property a research end stucy buildisg
designzted in Peregreph OB of the eireement ps the imritisl lmprovements.

Burayrapn 6C of the agreement provides thet the Inztitute may, after cum-
pletion cf the initiei improvemenis end ccrmencement of the Institute's
operatiops, epply o the City for s recordeble document cf completion end
ccimdencement of opereticns vhich, when Gelivered and recorded, shall cause
the provisions of Purt P of Peragraph B of the egrecment, relesting %o the
City's right of reversion under certain circumstances, to be void sad of
no further rorce 2od elfect.

Dr. Jjonas E. Belk, Fresigent cf the Selk Inrtitute for Biological Studies,
by letter dated June 1, 1963, recuerts that the City euthorize, execute
and deliver to Lhe Tnstitute, @ recordsble cocument of completion and com-
mencement of operatiors ip eccordance with Paragrapn 8C of the agreement
whereby, upon recording, the provizions of Pert A, Paregraph 8, of the
pgresment A3 to reversion for Tailure tc perfcrm the reguiremente of Para-
srephe 6Q and 60 therecof snall ha vold enf of no furthor ferce end effect.

The Broperty Director, in cocpereticn vita the jttorney's office, hes
reviewed the agreement gnd amendments tnereto, and the Building Inspecticn
Directer has couducted s survey of the facility in order to determine that
the terms and conditicns of the psroement have been reticfizxd. The review
of the agreement end anepdnents thereto end the survey OF the Tacility
reveal the fact that z1l terms end conditions ¢f the sgreement end amend-
ments thereto have been satirfied, and tha% the fecllity haz been cocpleted
end operations have been cormensed. Hosaing & Sells, Certified Fublic
Pocouptents, beve Lesued g certified sbatement dated Mey 2, 1963, certify-
ing to the City and tbe Instituie the émte Of cimpletion was May 28, 1565

Copy: City Cerk

Oistnputed 1o Council —_......

—_—
THE CiTY OF SAN DISSO, CALIFORNE_’
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4
Selk Institite

and tre §ort of the (aitiel improvencnts ar of kpril 33, 1565 war $1%,000,000.

An krchiteet's Certulicete, deted hay 22, 195, ar issucd by Louis I. Kakn,
Architeet FALh, certifying to the compietion of the facility ms of Moy 23,
196%. .

It is recommended that you epprove the yerolution suthorizing the izsuance of
& reccrdeble gocument ef completion ead commencement cf cperations.

RAespecifully submitte,

PP e
T. . FletCher,
Zity Menager

{GLODD
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THE CITY 01

SAN DIEGO

CITY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING « 202 C STREET » SAN DIEGO, CALIF 92101

QFFICE OF THE
CITY MANAGER April 2, 1980
235.6361 !

The Salk Institute for Biclogical .
Studies, San Diege, Lalifornia )
P. 0. Box 85800 FilEL "
San Diego, CA 92138 QFFFCE O o Wi s ot
5aM DIEQD, CalirOaria

Gentlemen:

Re: Temnorary Use Permit - Portion of City-gwned Land Adjscent to Salk Institute

The Salk Institute for Biological Studies, San Diego, California (Salk} is
octupying the site shown on the attached drawing, pursuant to a Temporary Use
Permit originally issued in 1963 and orally extended thereafter without term,

The University of California 2t San Diego {UCSD} is occupying a portion of said
property, pursvant to an agreemeat with Salk. I{ is azgreed that the terms and
conditions of the Temporary Use Permit should be modified and fixed as. hereinafter

set forth.

Permission is hereby granted to Salk, and through Salk to ULSD, to entsr and
remain on the property on which the temporary buildings are Tocated, 2¢ shown on
the attached drawing, subiect to the following terms and conditions:
1. Permittee's vse of the above-referenced property shail be Timiced to
the property and uiidings currently shown on said drawing and shall be
used as temporary laboratory facitities for the Permittee (Salk} and UCSD.

2. This Permit shall be in effect for no longer than two (2} years,
beginning on the date of execution hereof by Permittee, and may be terminaled
on thirty (30) days' advance written notice by either party.

3. Consideration for this Permit shall be Two Kundred Fifty Dolliars
($250.00) per year, peyable in advance, as of the date of execution herpof
by Pernittee.

4, Permittes certifies that a policy ¢f Viability insurance in which "The
City of San Diego” 1s named as an additienal insured is in effect in an
ampunt mot less than $! miltign combined Single Limit Liability, and said
policy shall be kept in force for the duration of this Permit. A certificate
of taid insurance shall be fiied with the City Property Department .upon

execution of this Permit,

5SEG
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S.  Permittee shall assume the defense of, and indemnify and seve the
City of San Diego harmless from al) claims, expenses and liability of every
kind, nature and description, resutting in any manner from the use or
condition of the property hereinabeve described and a2ny and all operations
conducted Lhereon which use, condition or operation occurs during the
period of time Permitiee occuptes said property.

6. - Permitiee recognizes and ynderstands that this Permit may Create @
possessory interest subject to property taxation and that the Permitter may
be subject to the payment of property taxes Vevied on such interest, and
agrees thiat such tax payment sha?l not-reduce any rent dye to Lity hersunder,
and agrees that any sucth tax ghall be the Tiability of and be paid by the
Permittee before decoming delinguent,

7. A1l risk in connection with Permittee's use of said property end any
damages to the improvemants therecn, thereunder, or in the vicinity thereof
shall be borne in full by Permitee.

B. Permittee shail not use the premises in any manner, which in the opinion
of the City Hanager of the City of San Dicgo ¢creates A nuisance or disturbs
the quiet enjoyment of the persons in the surrovnding ares.

9. it is mutvally agreed that the City shall not be obligated for any
loss, financial or otherwise, which may be ircurred by Permittee, a5 2
restlt of termination of this Permit, Permittee expressiy waives any claim
of expense or lcss which Permittee might incur as a resylt of termination
of this Permit.

10. Upcn revocation or other termination of this Permit, Permittee shall

he given 2 reascrable time, rot exceeding six wonihs, to remove said improvements
from the property and restore said premises te {ts original state, subject

ta the reasonable satisfaction of the City Manager and at no cost to the

City.

11. By acceptance of this Permit, both Satk end UCSD agree to be bound by
the terms hereof.

Please acknowledge your agreement to the foregoing terms snd conditions by
signing the enclosed copy of this letter and returning it to the Property Department
together with the required {ertificate of Insurence, and your check, made payable
to the City Treasurer, for $250 to cover constderstion for this year.

Yery truly yours,

&7ﬁé¥;é;,

chn P. Fowler
Deputy City Manager

Enclosures

-2-

039£000
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The abgve is acknowledged and accepted

this 27 day of M‘gﬁ . 1980

THE SALK [NSTITUTE FOR BIOLOGICAL STUDIES,
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

By ﬁ&éZ(.f £. 7%”’5/

Executive Vice Frésident 7
Arthorized Representative

13£000

The abave is acknowiedged and accepted

this &  day of _Jeo, , 1980
‘HE FEGEMTS OF THE

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNTA, ERHXHIERR
N BEMALF (F THE SAN DIEGO CAMPUS

By —gﬂ,n_/'w/z ,Q_,é;,d},, | wI0CIATE SECRETART

Authorized Representative

Negative Declaration Verified
and/or pruperty is esempl

from EIR:

James F. Gleason e

£-2-7%¢
Approved as to form and legality this

E dayofzs!ﬂ_.__ﬂ . 1980

John W. Witt, City Attorney

BYI ol
v Deputy City Attorney §{

23
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RECEIVED
MaY 07 2007

Development Services

COURTNEY ANN COTLE
ATTORNEY AT Law

HELE-PaLMER HousE
(800 SOLEDAD AVENUE
La Joua, CA USA @20237.3817

TeLEmHONE: B%B-a%a-A887 Ermanc: COuRTCOTLE@GAOL.cOM FACAIMILE. 8%50-454-840 0

A_Iii son Sherwood, Environmentat Planner
City of San Diego Development Services
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

i Deli Y
San Diego, CA 92101 shvere o land

May 7, 2007
Re: Salk Institute Master Plan
Project No. 44675, SCH No. 2004111049
Dear Ms. Sherwood:
N1 On behalf of the La Jolla Farms Homeowners, we submit the following comments

regarding the proposed Salk Institute Master Plan.

Level of CEQA review: DEIR claims it is a Project EIR pursuani to CEQA Guidelines
section 15161 {DEIR, page ES-1). However, no specific design or landscape plans have
been proposed for the five Community Center buildings or twelve restdential housing
N2 components (DEIR, page 5.3-9). Moreover, the proposed master plan may build-out over
thirty to fifly years. (Tech. App. C, Historic Resources Technical Report, page 1). By
trying to call this a Project £IR, the applicant is hoping to head off further eavironmental
review. This is conlrary 10 CEQA, in that projects that are built out over a substantial
period of time or in phases be programmatic environmental docuinents subject 1o
appropriate, future tiered environmental review, The tiering process generaily
contemplates that agency decisions will move from the general to the specific by
focusing first on a large land area and focusing later on smaller areas within the large

area. (Remy, Thomas, et al., Guide to CEQA, 11" ed., page 605). This tiering aspect is

N1

N2

£9€000

To che applicant and City's knowledge, the commenter represents only four of the
homeownets in the La Jolla Farms development who are directly adjacent to the proposed
project, along with organizations such as the “Friends of Satk Canyon” that some of the
neighbors have stated that they established and funded. [t should be noted that the La
Jolla Farms Homeowner's Association, itself, did not comment on the adequacy of the
EIR.

As noted on pages ES-1 and 1-2 of the EIR, this document is a Project EIR pursuant to
Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to Section 15126 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, all phases of the project have been considered when evaluating its
potential impacts on the environment. As such, the EIR examines all phases of the project,
including planning, construction and operation, and all aspects of the project that are
reasonably foreseeable have been analyzed. Because building footprints and massing are
currently unavailable for the laccer phases of the project and che applicant is proposing
Design Guidelines to direct project implementation, which the Cicy extensively reviewed
and commented on during the application process, the level of project information was
appropriate to evaluate all potential impacts and to prepare a Project-level EIR. Shouid
substantial changes later be proposed or any of the project assumptions ot environmencal
circumstances contained in this document change at some point in the future when the
latter phases of the proposed project are implemented, the City would require subsequent
environmental review per Section 15162(c) of the Srate CEQA Guidelines, if any of the
conditions described in Section 13162(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines vccuts.

—_ RTC-70
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N2 cont.

A Program EIR is normally prepared for a multi-phase projece where future phases are
uncertain (e.g. contingent on the market) and where sufficient information for detailed
environmental review of future phases is not yet available. As such, it does not require the
same level of detail for future phases as does a Project EIR, and is reserved for circumstances
where the applicant and the nature of the project require phased construction or phased
planning. By contrast, sufficient information is presented in the EIR for the Salk Insritute
Master Plan project to allow for complete environmental review of its phases under CEQA.
Therefore, a Project EIR was the appropriate document to prepare.

Furthermore, the applicant has indicated to the City chat it would prefer to construct
the entire project in a single phase, in the event sufficient funding becomes available. A:
such, it is especially appropriate for the City to conducr its CEQA review as a Project EIR.
However, because the applicant is a non-profit, which may experience delays in project
funding from time to time, the City permits will allow for the project to be developed
at a slower pace. The City believes it is important for the applicant to provide a Project
EIR level of derail, in the event full funding becomes available to construct the project
at once. As such, it is within the City’s discretion to prepare a Project EIR under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15161,

The City has not given away its CEQA oversight in any respect. The City is simply
following good public policy by providing all available details about the project impacts,
while providing a process for additional CEQA oversighu if there are substantial changes
in the project.

RTC-71
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also reflected in the project's need for a Master rather than a regular Planned

Cofl\]ltz Devclopment Permit. (DEIR, page ES-7). It is against good public polic;y for the City 1o

give away its CEQA oversight for traffic, storm water run-off, energy and other impacts

during this phased, long-term project. Please explain if this is a Programmatic or a Project
EIR.

Similarly, we request that you strike the folfowing paragraph: "This EIR is intended to
provide documentation pursuant to CEQA to cover all local, regional, state, and federal
N3 perfnits and/or approvals which might be needed to construct or implement the proposed
project, whether or not each approval is explicitly listed below or elsewhere in the EIR."
(DI‘E[R, ES-6, I3, 3-18, etc.). The EIR is ultimately the City's document; neither the City,
the State, nor the Federal government can sign away their discretionary or permitting
functions in perpetuity.' It appears that through the proposed regime the Institute is _
asking the City and other agencies to limit their future discretion in violation of law and

public policy.. Please explain.

[~ Objection (o Vesting Tentative Map: The DEIR fails to establish a compelling need for
subdivision of the historic property into four parcels. It is neither in the commumity’s nor
- the City's best interest to aliow vesting of project approvals without there being a trigger
N4 for additional environmental review (as necessary) as the project phases are built out over
several decades. Please describe the "certain® project approvals the applicant anticipates
vesting. (DEIR, ES-7 — 8), This land, once City Parkland (Tech. App. C, Historic
Resources Technical Report, pages 30-31), was gifted to the Institute; citizens properly
care that the property is being used consistent with the terms of the gill: for scientific
research by Salk. Our concem is underscored by the statement that: "The Salk Institute

currently owns the project sile and would retain the right to sell the property in part or

_who[e." {Tech. App. B, Biological Technical Report, page 34). Please describe how the

I . . P N

For e_xamplc, the DEIR admits that the Institute's existing traffic conteibutes (e cumulatively significant
!rafﬁc impacts (DEIB. pape ES-1t). If prior campus and other local development/additions had been made
in full conformity with CEQA, one could expect there would be no such residual impacts. The fact is that

:?ey did ocewr and vther future impacts may occur when current mitigalion is, ar becomes, inadequate over
me.

N3

N4

The EIR statement mentioned in this comment is not intended to and does not require
the City, state and federal governments to sign away their discretionary approval or
permitting functions on this project. The EIR is an information document, discussing
the impacts and mitigation related to che project and is intended to assist decision-
makers when they exercise their discretion to approve or disapprove the permits for the
proposed project {see Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines). CEQA encourages
cooperarion among local, state and federal agencies in the preparation of environmental
analysis documents in order to reduce duplication of effore, Alchough the City of San
Diego is the Lead Agency on this project, ir has cooperated with numerous state and
federal agencies, acting as Responsible Agencies, in the planning and preparation of this
document. Therefore, the intent of the statement in the EIR is to recognize that the
document has sufficient information for each governmental entity to exercise its discretion
on a future permit. To the extent that chis EIR does not contain sufficient information
for each permitting agency to make a decision, additional analysis would be provided
in accordance with Sections 15162(c), 15163 and 15164 of the Stace CEQA Guidelines
through preparation of a subsequent EIR, supplemental EIR or an addendum, respectively,
Certificarion of this EIR does not equate to the approval or disapproval of any existing
or future permit for the project. The City is not giving away its CEQA oversight of che
proposed project, as suggested by the commenser. Should the City cercify the EIR and
approve the proposed project, it would be simply acknowledging that the applicant has
provided substantial evidence in support of findings necessary for the issuance of the
requested permits are valid and thar they can be implemented by the applicant provided
future plans are substancially consistent with the analysis in this EIR.

Under state law, the choice between a tentative map (TM) and vesting tentative map
{(VTM} is not one the City can control. It is a decision of the project applicant under
Government Code Section 66498. 1(a). Per Government Code Section 66498.8, a City
must adopt ordinances and resclutions necessary or appropriate for the implementation
of the Subdivision Map Act. The Salk Institute property cannot be subdivided into
smaller legal lots wichout processing and approving a TM. As stated in the EIR (pages
ES-6 and 3-16), subdivision of the property into multiple lots, generally consistent with
the potential construction phases, is needed to facilitate potential financing of each
construction phase. When a local agency approves a VTM under Government Code
Section 66498. 1(b), that approval confets a vested right to proceed with development that
is in substantial conformance with the ordinances, policies and standards in effect at the
time the application for the VTM is deemed complete. This vested right does not apply
to development activities that are not in substantial conformance with the V'™ nor does
it limit the application of new conditions of approval required to comply with state or
federal law or to avoid conditions dangerous to health and safety per Government Code
Section 66498.1(c). Thetefore, with these exceptions in mind, development approvals
that vest are all those City development permits necessary to develop the project in
substantial conformance with the laws in effect at the time and with the VTM.

Although the property was once gifted to che applicant for scientific research use, the
Salk Institute cannot by law sell any part of the property off. The statement quoted in
the comment from the Biological Technical Repor is incorrect and did not appear in the
EIR, nor was it used as the basis of any analysis in the EIR.

—,  RTC-712
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N4 cont.

Furthermore, sale of portions of the subdivided Salk property for construction of
condominiums or other residential uses is clearly prohibited by Paragraph 6.1 of the
City grant deed recorded on March 13, 1961, between the applicant’s predecessor and
the City, which limits housing on the property to the following:

“Appropriate housing for visiting scientists and scholars, for scientists and scholars “in
residence” temporarily until they can find suitable accommodations off. the site, for
maintenance personnel, and to appropriate apartments for short-term guests and for
the Director of the Institute.”

Other for-profit uses of the Salk propercy {e.g., construction of commercial or office space
not related to Salk's research mission) would be prohibited by the terms of Paragraph 7
of the City grant deed, which staces that the property shall be used “only” for specified
nonprofit research-related purposes. {See further discussion of this peint, with the text
of Paragraph 7, below in response to comment N12.) In general, this language would
appear to implicitly prohibir any transfer of the property for any purpose other than for
the operation of a non-profit research facility.

Under Paragraph 8 of the original City grant deed, if the rerms of Paragraphs 6 or 7 are
violated, the City has the right to cause the entire property with its improvements (o
revert back co che City, following the conclusion of arbitracion proceedings or litigation
to determing that a breach has occurred. Paragraph 8 of the City grant deed was later
amended several times, primarily to provide for certain mortgagee protections — the
reversionary right ro City was removed in one such amendment to the City grane deed,
and the provisions were further modified to instead require chat the City file a lawsait to
prevent use of the property for any other purpose. However, Paragraphs 6 and 7 were
not changed, so the restrictions on use remain the same.

It should also be noted that the original reversion right was specifically incorporared into
the ariginal grant deed to Salk (which stated only thar the grant of the property was
subject to the City grant deed and the first amendmenr to it, and did mention any later
documentarion}, so it would seem somewhat difficult to argue that this reversion right
does not apply based on any such later documentation. Even if the revised language
without the reversion right would apply, the Cicy has ample rights to prevent the applicanc
from conducrting any other use of the property, including by enforcing its rights under the
City grant deed and/or by entorcing the requirements of the permits described below,

The subsequent permits and entitlements granted to the applicant, and the new proposed
permits (including a Coastal Development Permit, amended Conditional Use Permit,
Site Development Permit/Planned Development Permit, etc.} furcher specify thar the
property may be used for scientific research and related purposes only. Any amendment
to these permits and entitlements in the future (c.g. to allow a different use) would
require a discrecionary decision by the City (with accompanying public hearing) — it
would, therefore, seem unlikely that the City would ever grane such a use.

RTC-73
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N4
Cont.:

N5

No6

N7

N8

conditions of project approvat will continue to attach to the parcels if they are sold or
leased by the Institute, .

Intonsistencics regarding phasing; The DEIR states that the first phase would include the
daycare facilities, Torrey East Building and parking, greenhouses, and north lawn core
facility and shops, and that future phascs would include the Community Center buildings
and temporary housing quarters. (DEIR, page ES-6). Yet later the DEIR says that the
greenhouses would be a future-phase project (DEIR, page ES-10) and other sections of
the document list other orders (DEIR, page 3-17), Please clarify and explain why a
phasing order is not being required by the City.

Subsequent discretionary review is proposed by the applicant to be limited only to future-
phase components of the project and only through the controversial Substantial
Conformance Review process (SCR). (DEIR, page ES-10). To be consistent with Historic
Resource Board (HRB) direction, the DEIR muyst clearly state that HRB staff (with the
advice of the Board) and not Development Services' staff, will make determinations
regarding SCR consistency (or all historic rescurces. Ye, the DEIR appears internally
inconsistent (i.e., compare page ES-10 fo page 3-5).

What are the "previously conforming uses” preposed for expansion? (DEIR, pages 3-18,
5.1-22}. Typically, this refers 1o enlargement of existing structures ~ not construciing new
structures. Please explain,

The Design Guidelines (DGL) were not circulated with the DEIR even though they
address various general delails of design such as building height, bulk and massing, sile
orientation, architecture, building materials and landscape layout, features and materials
(DEIR, page ES-6-7) and facility siting, building articulation, equipment screening,
service areas, walls, fencing, signage and outdoor lighting, proximity 1o the Multi-Habitat
Planning Area (MHPA), and the preservation of existing view corridors and vistas
(DEIR, page 3-5). The DGL is also the document against which substantial conformance

review will be measured. {DEIR, page 3-5). The DEIR is internally inconsistent about

NS

NG

NY

N8

The EIR is not inconsistent with its description of project phasing contained an page 3-17
and in the Design Guidelines on file with the City, which list one possible sequence of
construction. However, project phasing and timing of development will be dependent on
research demands and the avatlability of capital to fund che improvements (as stated in

"Section 3.3 of the EIR), and that the actual sequence of construction could be different.

The EIR has evaluated the impacts of implementing all project phases, regardless of when
or in what otder they are implemented. A specific phasing order is not required by the City
because the phasing presented in the EIR has been found to be acceptable in accordance Lo
with the Master PDP regulations of the City's Land Development Code. In any event,
all phases of the project have been considered when evaluating potential impacts on the
environment. The modification of proposed phases would not be a substantial change o
the project that would leave 10 new significant impacts. ’

Section 3.2.2 of the EIR describes the entitlement process proposed by the applicant. Unde

stare Jaw described above in tesponse to comment N4, a VTM gives the applicant the veste.

right to develop the project in substantial conformance with the laws and ordinances in
effect at the time the application is deemed complete. The City's SCR process, described
in San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 126.0112, is currently in effect and is
anticipated to be at che time the application is deemed complete by the City. Therefore,
the EIR merely identifies that the SCR process is among the ordinances applicable to the
project and is the legal process by which the City may determine whether future changes
to the project conform to the VTM and other entidements. If 2 change to the project is
proposed that does not substantially confirm to entitlements, the applicant would have
to comply by obtaining an amendment and the applicable public notice requirements.
As noted on page 3-5, Historic Resources Board staff will be involved in the SCR review
process to vetify consistency with development permirs and adopted Design Guidelines as
it telates to hiscoric resources. The EIR is not internally inconsistent, as suggested in this
comment, because the text on page ES-10 is from the Executive Summary of the EIR and
does not contain (nor is required to contain) the same level of detail as the remainder of
the EIR. The section states in summary formac that subsequent discretionary review will
determine project compliance with the Histotic Resource Regulations, which is part of whae
HRB staff review would address. A more thotough description of the HRB's involvement
in the SCR process is conrained in Section 5.4 of the EIR (see page 5.4-11).

The previously conforming uses referenced in the EIR are the scientfic rescarch and
support uses that exist today, as allowed by the existing entitlements listed on page 3-1
of the EIR. Amendments to existing permits and new permits are required to construct
all new buildings on campus, as described on page 3-18 and 3-19 of the EIR.

Copies of the Design Guidelines ate parr of the public record on file with the City
and have been available during the EIR public review period. Since the EIR contains
a sufficient level of detail regarding the proposed improvements to allow approval of
the project under CEQA, here is no requirement under CEQA to circulate the Design
Guidelines or include them as an appendix to the EIR; the City is only required to make
them available to interested parties vpon request, No requests for the Design Guidelines
were received from the commenter or anyone else during the EIR public review period.
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N8 cont.
The comments contained in Attachment 1 to this letter percain 1o an older version of the €3
NS Design Guidelines and were submitted to the applicanc by the commencer several months €23
. ago. These comments were addressed, where appropriate, by the project applicant in the
Cont. Appendices (o the DEIR.? : cﬁnent version of the Design Guidelines on file with the ()_i.ity. ':'he Design Guidelines 8
apply 1o the entire property, including the three buildings whaose architectural details are  &¥)
conceptual in nature as stated on page 3-3 of the EIR. Please note chat, although they Q)
are in the conceptual design stage and subject to the Design Guidelines, the greenhouses
may still be developed in the first phase of the proposed project as shown on page 3-17

what the Design Guidelines cover and whether they apply to all project components (i.e., ‘
compare page ES-6 1o page 3-5). The DGL must be included in the circulated

Many concerns remain with the Design Guidelines regarding internal and external
consistency and accuracy. Please see attached outline for jtems requiring revision and the

rationale, { Allachment 1).

— of the EIR.
Obiection tg SCR process. (DEIR, page 3-4). There has been general and specific N9 The applicant can apply for SCH review of its subsequent elements of the project in
N9 controversy regarding the SCR process. The process has been the subject of citizen accordance with the SDMC as described above ir.l response to comment NG. The SCR
lawsuits in recent years; moreover. the Tust ) ) . ) Process Two decision requires public notification in accordance wich City standards set
E - ¥y s cover, the Institute previously used this process 1o build - . forth in Section 112.0112 of the SIDMC, including providing qualifying individuals a
and to try to build - significant project components, such as the underground vivarjum Notice of Future Decision on the SCR application. An interested party may also request
and surface parking lots. The individual La Jolla Farms Homeowners expect and request special notice of any public hearing by providing a written request to the City of San Diego

to be notified when the Institute approaches the City for any SCR application. Planning Deparcment.

— : N0 The daycare facilicy is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface 1o the Final
No stable and accurate project description. In prior plans, the Institute showed a fimess EIR) and these commenes are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

facility within the proposed south mesa facilities. More recently, the Institute has
NI1O | referenced an ambiguous “multi-purpose room™ and yoga classes. Kahn did not envision
such uses in his Masler Plan or include such non-residential facilities on the south mesa.
Moreover, the DEIR does nol discuss these uses or their impaclts. Further, what would
happen if the Institute sold memberships to outside persons to support the venture? Or, if
both the fitness and daycare uses become private enterprises leasing from the Institute
and open 1o the public? What use conversion might occur if faculty participation afone
cannot support the uses? What additional traffic and parking impacts might occur and

would this be consistent with grant deed conditions?

N1l No madel has been presented for the project. This is unprecedented. A model of the Kahn

Master Plan was made in the 19605 and one was made for the controversial East Building N1l There is no requirement under CEQA to provide a model of the proposed project.

Computer-generated visual simulations bave been provided in the EIR (see Figures 5.2-23

1 . .. . . v
The applicant 10ld the UCPG that they previously had been given a capy of the DGL., However, there through $.2-29} to demanstrate to the decision-makers and public the project’s eppearance

were many prior versions of that document. The DEIR nesds o cite the date of the DGL it is referrin, i i i
‘ . : g 10, from publicly accessible locations.
;[nd the applicant nceds to ensure that that is the same version the Planaing Group, and others, are operating P ’
om.
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in the [990s. Why has no model of the new Master Plan Development been produced?
We request that one be immediately constructed and made available for community
planning, neighborhood, and other public review to better understand project siting,

spalial relationships, and topography of this complex site.

The applicant's latest spin is that it is following the design intent of master architect Louis
1. Kahn, However, there any many significant differences between the Institute's latest
plan and the Kahn Plan (see. Overlay Graphic, Attachment 2)*;
» Sputh Mesa: The DEIR states that the daycare facility was "anticipated by Kahn
. inthe 1561 Master Plan.” (DEIR, page 5.4-15). This is a fabrication by the
Institute's consultants; no evidence has been provided for this assertion. Kahn's
plan showed only residential uses on the south mesa; the new plan places uses
unrelated to residential on the south mesa, creates inappropriate land use
adjacencies, extends and widens Salk Institwte Road®, and adds significant surface

parking — each inconsistent with the Kahn Plan.

‘The DEIR also asserts that development would be constructed in "approximately
the same locations.” (DEIR, page 5.4-15). This is also untrue; as can be readily
seen on the provided graphic, the siting and design of the residential units has

significantly changed. Instead of being depressed and organically sited, the units

and associated landscaping and parking are now blocky, regimented, and no

! Private partics had to prepare this grephic thermselves as the Institute did not include an overlay graphic of
the Kahn and new Master Plan in the DEJR, even thaugh they had shown such a graphic at earlier public
meetings. Our graphic includes and approximates the ercas for now hardscape, sidewalks, tum-arounds,
drop-of¥ areas, single-lvaded parking ateas and required Jandscaping, underground parking ramps, loading
areas ¢ic. because they would alier the site and landscaping plans.

* tn the Growth Inducement section, the DEIR eroncously states that the project would not require the
“expansion of any roads. (DEIR, page 6-2). Development on the south mesa would require the extension,
widening, and paving of an existing privaie dirt road. Similarly, this section erroncously siates thar
developmenl of the site would not open up a new wrea to construction since there is no undeveloped land in
the area. The tntbre south mesa - sppionimaicly B acres - is undeveloped.

——

Ni12

69€000

Page 5.4-15 of the EIR erroneously staced the daycare use was anticipated in the 1961
Master Plan and that error has been corrected in the Final EIR, The daycare facility and

housing quarters are no fonger proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final

EIR) and these comments are nar applicable to the Refined Project Design.

|
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N14

longer follow the contour of the landform.® As noted above, the daycare facilities

cannot be “in about the same Jocations™ since they were never proposed by Kahn,

The Inslitute represents at public meetings that none of the south mesa
development would be visible from the courtyard; yet this guaraniee does not
appear as a condition of project approval in the DEIR. Instead, the DEIR states
that, “The roofiop of the daycare group rooms would rise approximately 12 feet
above the {inished grade to approximately 367 fect amsl, at or slightly above the
clevation of the southern property boundary in the vicinity of the facility.” (DEIR,
page 3-9). Would any of these facilities be visible from any vantage point in the
courtyard? It must be a condition of project approval that no buildings on the
sotth mesa would be visible from any courtyard vantage point, in;:]uding the
westem seating areas, and further, that violation would result in removal or
reduction of the visible structures. Moreover, the residential units are not
dispersed and lack garden patio design; instead, they are stacked boxes up to 30
feet, the maximum allowed height limit.

North Mesa: shows more hardscape than the Kahn Plan with no trees to soflen the
view from the courtyard to the Comimunity buildings (DEIR, page 3-8), contrary
to Kahn's design (the visual impact of subsidiary structures was partially
minimized Urough strategic tree planting and siting; see, Tech, App. C, Historic
Resources Technical Report, page 40). This also appears to be inconsistent with
the findings for a Master Planned Development Permit {PDP) which include that,
to the greatest extent possible, landscaping should be used 1o soﬂcr-'n the

appearance of blank walls and building edges. {Compare DEIR, page 5.1-9 to
DEIR, Figure 5.2.27), l

East Mesa: The DEIR erroneously asserts that Kahn planned for future

development that area of campus now occupied by the Kahn-designed east

5 . . .
Curiously, an earticr site plan the Institute

oriented more similarly to the Kahn Plan. (Tech App. 1, Attachment 1), Wh idential si
i . . App. 1, . Why was the residential site layout
changed from earlier plans to the current regimented plan? "

¥ave (0 its Geology Consultant shows the residential units

N13

N14

NI5

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR)

and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

These comments do not address the adequacy of the EIR. For clarification of the projece
description, hardscape, in the form of a terrace area, would only occur around the Salk
Community Center Building and perimeter wall around the parking garage. Landscaping
is proposed atop the parking garage. No trees are proposed between the courtyard of the
existing Institute laboratory building and the norch mesa because such trees would block
views across the north mesa o the Pacific Ocean from Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. The
project is consistent with Master PDP findings because landscaping would be installed
along walls and buildings to soften theit fagade as required by the Design Guidelines.

Revised Exhibit A from the 1962 amendment to the 1961 Kahn Master Plan has
been added to che Final EIR {see Figure 5.1-1a) to show that Louis Kahn anticipated
future development on the east mesa. Because funding for that development was not
available in the early 1960s, Kahn revised the Master Plan in July 1965 to show future
development and the layour of the east parking lot (catled Exhibit X by Louis Kahn and
included as Figare 5.1-1b in the EIR and Historic Resources Technical Repore). Ivis the
apinion of the historic resources consultant that Kahn never intended to create visuat
access through the propercy. Specifically, Kahn hired a landscape architect to design and
install dense perimeter plantings to create a more secluded atmosphere for the scientists,
As such, visual access to the Kahn building would not be obstructed by the proposed
project because of the dense perimeter landscaping and the historic eucalyptus grove
adjacent to the building on site (see Figure 5.2-16 of the EIR). Only a “hint” of the
historic building is even visible from the sidewalk along Mocth Torrey Pines Road and
no view is accessible from che travel fanes. The acrium component of the Torrey East
Building sufficiently retains the visual and axial connection with che historic structure
and its courtyard that exists today. Cross-section 5 in Figure 3-3 of the EIR illustrates
the buiidings' relationship to the Kahn laboratory building. As noted on page 5.4-16
of the EIR and in the National Register nomination, the east parking loc is not one of
the “four basic landscape components” of the Salk campus identified in the nominacion
text. Therefore, impacts to the historic landscaping were determined to be significant but
mitigable. Refer to response to comment F5 for additional discussion on ¢his topic,

€000
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parking lot. (DEIR, pages 5.4-16, 5.4-18, 5.4-19, eté.). Yet even the Institute’s
own “Exhibit X" does not show above-pround structural development in that area,
(Tech. App. C, Historic Resources Technical Report, Attachment). The Torrey
East Building is proposed in a location that historically was never proposed for
developtent and that currently provides public visual access to the Kahn
Buildings.® This would eliminate Kahn-designed landscaped parking, a significant

featurc of the landscaping and design recognized in the National Register
nomination.’

The original site layout for the new master plan showed the East Building separated.
(DEIR, page 4-1, Figure 8-1). Currently, the East Building has no separation impacting
light and spatial aspects with the Kahn structures. It clearly is a large building with an
imposing fagade and cannot be deemed a "rei\atively low profile" bﬁilding, as asserted in
the DEIR {Compare DEIR, page 5.4-18 with Figure 5.2.25). In light of the controversy
the current monolithic design is stirring among the public and historic preservation
communilies, why is a separated design no longer being pursued? The DEIR must
provide a visual simulation from the easi showing the entire length of the East Building
facade as proposed in order to fully assess ils massing and jmpact.

.~ Additionally, the DEIR fails to address the loss of views of the Kahn buitdings from

southbound and northbound drivers/passengers on Torrey Pines Road, a scenic route

designee, and from the planned park across Torrey Pines Road at UCSD. Visual

.ﬁ. Th_c Institute asserss that a plot plan was approved as part of the original Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
calling for" development in certain areas. (DEIR, page 5.1-2). The Historical Technicai Report clasifics

lhat_ 2 1962 Plot Plan may have shown the area reserved for future development but that the area was re.
designated and built for use as a surface parking lot on both Exhibit X and the 1965 Landscape Plan. (Tech.
App. C, Landscape Analysis, page 2). First, we assert that what was built during Kahn's oversight and
lifetime is what implemented his vision. However, as for Exhibit X, the plan has not been authenticated
nor has it bc;n authenticated as being marked by Kahn (compare with assertion at DEIR, page 5.4-13) and

- I any case, 1t does no show development where it is now propesed for the massive Tarrey East Building. '
Contrary io the DEIR assertions, structural development in both the east and northwest parking lots would

result in substantiaf cha ; L the i
5.2.19). stantial changes in exisling site character and pose significant aesthetic impacts. (DEIR, page

, ‘ .
Thf DE!R_ tusrepreseats the nomination when it claims that somehow the Kahn-designed landscaped
parking lot is not identified as an imporiant component of the nomination, (DEIR, page 5.4-16).

NIb6

N17Y

These comments da not address the environmental issues discussed in the EIR per Section

15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines. For clarification of the Torrey East Building proje
description, the glass atrivm would pravide visual connectivity from points to the eas.
with existing buildings to the west, thus it is not necessary to physically split the building.
In addition, splicting che building would reduce the amount of scientific research space
proposed on site (space which is used for the applicant’s primary biclogical science mission),
Creating two separate wings would also introduce more operational inefficiencies chan
the proposed project, as they would not allow direct connections and would reduce
collaboration among researchers. An underground connection between two wings cannot
be implemented for the proposed project because the proposed parking garage muse be
constructed beneath the structure, thus filling the underground space.

As discussed in Section 5.2 of the EIR, motorists on North Torrey Pines Road cannot see the
criginal Kahn building from the travel lanes due to intetvening topography, buildings and
dense perimeter landscaping (see page 5.2-3 and Figure 5.2-16). The planned open space
(not park} on UCSD campus has not been constructed. The focal point of chat open space
system based on the 2004 UCSD Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) EIR is views over
the top of the [nstitute from the upper elevations of the open space (UCSD 2004). UCSD
received a copy of the EIR with the proposed site plan and did not submit any written

comments to the City. The UCSD Design Review Board only has a role on Universit»

proposed projects. In addition, the applicant has received written communication frou
UCSD physical planning staff {Brad Werdick) that, in theit opinion, the proposed project
would not cause any impact on views from the University's apen space area.

125600
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simulations should be provided as well. Has the UCSD Design Review Board been
presented with the updated site plan and DEIR showing the unbroken building?

Please indicate which mature eucalyptus or other trees within the eastern parking lot and
elsewhere would be removed to construct the Torrey East buildings, the north lawn core
facility, and the remainder of the project. Indicale the tree type, approximate age and size,
and the types and sizes proposed for replacement. (DEIR, pages 5.2-20; pages 5.3-16).
The many changes to the campus pose a significant land-use impact 1o mature trees,
including the protected Torrey Pine, tha’t cannot be fully mitigated. Please show exactly
where along the Torrey East Building it is envisioned that the historic Chinese fringe
trees will be replanted. (DEIR, page 5.4-21).

Project Changes: In many recent public meelings, the Inssitute claimed that it has reduced
the height or depressed both the daycare and residentia| compoenents from the site plan
eriginally submitted to the City, compared to the plan in the DEIR. However, the DEIR
section on "History of Project Changes” does not reflect that claim. (DEIR, pages 4-1 ~
4-2). Please indicate specifically how much, if any, the daycare and residential
components have each been depressed in height or focations adjusted to benefit the

adfacent landowners’ or the courtyard view?

The DEIR states that the north lawn core facility will be constructed in a basement
configuration and will be covered by turf. (DEIR, page 5.2-13). Please describe what is

meant by “turf. " Is this artificial or live grass?

The five Community Center buildings should not deviate from maximum height
regulations (DEIR, page 3-7). This is inconsistent with the underlying residential zone,
and therefore the DEIR should not claim that the praject design is consistent with existing
(residential) development in the area (DEIR, page 5.2-19). The PDP regulations allow for
uses that may be inconsistent with the zone (such as industrial in residential) provided
ihat such use is consistent with the applicable Jand-use designation of the site, (DEIR,

page 5.1-15). At five of the Community Cemer buildings are proposed to be overheight

N4

N19

N20

N21L

2.L5000

The trees to be remaved by the project can be seen on the engineering drawings on file
with the City. There is no City requiremenc to conduct an inventory of such trees. The
Torrey Pines on site are not naturally oceurring and were planted by the Institure as street
trees in the landscaped strip alang lorrey Pines Scenic Drive. Thus, che Tarrey Pines on
site are not considered sensitive hiological resources under the City Biological Guidelines
because they are ornamencal, not associated wich Torrey Pines woodland and any remavals
are considered a less chan significant impact because they would not impact said habirar ©
For clarificacion purposes, Figure 3-7 has been augmented in the Final EIR to illustrac
where on site the Chinese fringe trees would be relocated and where the historic eucalyprus
grove would be replaced.

The daycare facility and housing quarters are no longer proposed by the applicant (see
the Preface to the Final EIR) and these comments are not applicable to che Refined
Project Design. The History of Project Changes section of the EIR bas been vpdared
accordingly.

Turf is live grass and would be planted atop the North Lawn Core Facility as shown in
Figure 3-3 in the EIR.

As discussed in Section 5.1 of the EIR, the Salk Community Center would comply with most
of the height requirements specified in the SDMC due to its stepped design and respect for
the overall structure height measured in accordance with the SDMC Section 113.0270(2X35)
and the Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone (i.e., Propasition D) requirements, as measured
in accardance with the Uniform Building Code of 1970 (SDMC Section 1232.0505(c) and
explained under the Building Newsletter 2-2 Determination of Building Height. The only.
height limit che proposed project would deviate from is the residential zone requirement
for structure height (see SIXMC Section 113.0103), as measured in accotdance with Section
113.0270(a). The visual quality/neighborhood character section of the EIR stated that
the project would be visually consistent with existing development in the area in terms of
its bulk and scale; the proposed deviation from the residential developmenst regulations
would nor be considered a significant visual impact because, to be so considered, a project
muse significantly conflict with che heighe, bultk or coverage regulations of the zone and
not provide architectural interest (emphasis added). The conclusion reached in the EIR is
apprapriate because the height deviation in and of itself does not result in a significant
impact on neighborhood character since other tall buildings exist on site and in the area
and the architecture, as described by the Design Guidelines, would provide visual interest.
Although the underlying zone is residential, the Communiey Plan identifies the site for
scientific research use and a deviacion is proposed by the applicant and supported by the
City of San Diego. Under existing City policy, permit findings are not discussed in CEQA
documents.
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N23

N24

at three and four stories (DEIR, Figure §.1-5). Thus, it is not acceptable for the [nstitute
to be seeking a height deviation for the Community buildings. The required findings
pursuant to Municipal Code section 126.0601, i.ncludiné demonstrating that the
overheight design is preferable to a design that meets the allowable height under the
code, have not been supported in the DEIR. This aspect of the project must be removed

or be listed in the DEIR as a significant and unmitigated land-use impact.

Similarly, it cannot be concluded that the current design preserves existing views to the
ocean or provides a meaningful 360-foot wide view corridor providing long-range views
to the ocean. (Compare DEIR, page 5.2-15 o DEIR, Figure 5.2-27). Instead, the view is
obstructed by the mass of the buildings and visual access is further compromised from
curent conditions by the installation of parking ramps and waits, walling off the public's
reach over the preperty to the line of the ocean. Views across the north inesa are not
necessarily enhanced by the project, We previously asked for visual analysis including

walls in our scoping letter. (Tech. App. A NOP, Scoping Leiter and Responses, Courtney
Coyle letter dated December 7, 2004, page 6).

Alternatives: In general, the Alternatives section is self-serving in the assumptions
underpinning each of the build alternatives, thereby artificially positioning the preferred
alternative. The DEIR claims 13 *basic” project objectives. (DEIR, pages 8-} — §-3).
Such a high number of asserted project objectives may serve to artificially render other
feasible alternatives less appealing to the Institute,

Offsite Alternative, The Offsite Alternative section does not include an assessment of
locating some, but not all, proposed uses off campus (DEIR, page 8-3), as we requested
in our scoping letter (Tech. App. A NOP, Scoping Letter and Responses, Courtney Coyle
ietter dated December 7, 2004, page 6). For example, can some combination of the
daycare, fitness or residential components be accomplished elsewhere, in partnership

with other entities or at a reduced cost? Instead, the DEIR takes an all-or-nothing
approach.

N2z

N23

N24

A visual analysis is provided in Section 5.2 of the EIR. As noted on page 5.2-15 of t.lw
EIR and shown in Figure 5.2-27, the existing westward view features a parking lot with
cars, above ground light poles, trees and other distracting and obstructing elements. The
proposed project would remove all of those elements and place all parking underground 2
cover the parking garage’s rooftop with low-growing landscape, and construce the sallo
Communicy Center Building at the far west end of the parking lot at the lowest elevationsQD
of the north mesa. The parapet walls referenced in this comment would be four or les€a3
feet high, below the elevation of a driver along the road. As such, che projece would noe=J
wall off the public’s views of the ocean, as suggested in this comment. (o

Section 15124 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a statement of objectives sought
by the proposed project. As noted in the Guidelines, “a clearly writtEfi statement of
objeccives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to eva.lu‘ate
in the EIR” and aid the decision makers in preparing findings or statements of over ridins -
considerations; if necessary. The Guidelines further state that the statement of objectiv.
should “include che undetlying purpose of the project.” The range of alternacives evaluared
in the EIR is reasonable and appropriate given the objectives stated by the project applicant,
as furcher discussed in tesponse to comment N34 below. The range of objectives p'roposed
by the project applicant and described in the EIR are reasonable and necessary given th.e
circumsrances of the project. The development will occur in several areas of the Institure’s
property, over a potentially long timeframe, as well as the large number of stakeholders
currently involved and the extensive project history, therefore, it is clear that the Master
Plan Update is a very complicated project. The number of nbjective% was necessary 1o
sufficiently summarize the range of the applicant’s interests in the project.

It is the project applicanc’s objective to locate all of its required uses on site where they
own the land and can control the quality of construction. Section 15126.6 of the State
CEQA Guidelines does not expressly require an off-site alternatives ana.lysis. l.n fact,
according to the guidelines, “an EIR is not requized to consider altemat!ves wlucl-.n are
infeasible.” The reasons for rejecting alrernartives from derailed consideration are: failure
to meer most of the basic project objectives, infeasibility or inability to avoid signiﬁganr
environmental impacts. As stated on page 8-3, an off site alternative would not achl'e\"e_
the project objectives or allow the applicant to carry out the project, wou.ld be mf'EGSIb
because the applicant does nor control any ocher land nearby, and removing certain uses
would not eliminate significant impacts to biological resources as discussed below.  As
noted in the Preface to the Final EIR, the applicant has chosen to eliminate the temporary
housing quarrers and daycare facility in the Refined Project Design and to seek off-site
solutions to those needs.

See responses to comments 12, E31, E33 and E37 through E40 from. Ulli\.iﬁ'l'sity
Community Planning Group, and N33 and N34, below, for additional dlscusm.un on
providing a reasonable range of alternarives and/or multiple variarions on alcernatives.

Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines does not require the same level of analysis
for altecnatives as the proposed project; therefore, visual simulations were not prepared
for the various alternatives.
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Alternative _Salk Community Center Building Layout: This altemative is the praposal
ariginally submitted by Salk to the City. It has environmental advantages and
disadvantages compared to the currently proposed plan. The advantages include: 1} lower
height buildings on the north mesa (a potential improvement of impacts to coastal views
by reduction of bulk and scale); 2) separation of the proposed Toirey East buildings,
which better protects public views through to the Kahn buildings (an improvement of
impacts Lo historical resources and spatial relationships); 3) residential units and parking
Turther 10 the north (improving land-use adjacency with existing residences); 4) reduced
impacts to sensitive upland habitats; 5) reduced brush-management activities in sensitive
tands 6) more acreage added to the MHPA; 7) larger vernal pool buffer; and 8) the
progiuction of slightly less traffic. The disadvantages include a slightly larger daycare and
residensial units, with da yeare shifted to an unstated degree to the east (thereby
potentially increasing impacts to neighbors and possibly increasing likelihood of viewing
development from coun-ya:rd). Why doesn't the DEIR study an alterative build-out
version that not only has the advantages but aiso modifies the disadvantages? That it may
not achieve the asserted maximum intensity iden_liﬂcd in the UC Plan, yel was submitted
by the Institute itself as its original site plan, begs the question of why the Institute would
have originally sought less square footage than what it now claims is a project Ob_]CC[lVB -

maxing put the density? Please provide a visual simulation of this afternative Iookmg

across the north mesa,?

North Mesa Iniensified Development Alternative: According to the DEIR, the
advantages of this plan are that it preserves the sensitive south mesa and reduces
biological impacts to less than significant levels, The disadvantages of the plan are that it
retains the height deviation for Community Center buildings and calls for no separation
of the Torrey East Building, poss:bly less consistent with Kahn's tripartite siting, The
DEIR containis erroneous statements about this alternative. A second purpose of this
alternative should be to reduce land-use {construction and operation) adjacency conflicts

with residential uses to the south; the MPHA boundary adjustment need not be smaller ~

$ . . . . - )

W1t].10ut p!o\rldll.ng visual simulations for each of the slternatives, it is not possible to determine which of
the h!Jl!d qlt:rnalwes in the DEAR does a better jobi of retaining public coastal views across Totrey Pines
Scenic Drive, a stated project objective.

NZ5

N26

Lo}

The Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layoue is an appropriate alternative to 33
analyze in the EIR. Contrary to the comment, this alternative would not offer most of the 3
“advantages” described in this comment, such as: 1) it would not result in improvements ud
to impacts to coastal views because the structures would be located across the entire north e}
mesa, closer to the street, at a higher elevation on the property and would visually overlap, wgw
effeccively walling off all views to the ocean across the north mesa; 2) the public views to the
original laboratory buildings are only available from the sidewalk and largely are obscured by

trees so separating the Torrey East Building into two wings would not accomplish increased
visual access and would reduce scientific research space; 3) placing the temporary housing
quarters further north increases impacts ta sensitive biological resources and would nocavoid -
land use compatibility impacts with adjacent residences because none are expected; 4 and 5
impacts to sensitive biological habitat, including grading and brush management, are greater
under this alternative with construction shifted norch of its proposed location; 6) the MHPA
would only be larger because the biological impacts and mitigation cequirements would be
greater; 7) the vernal pool buffer would be reduced because development would be placed
closer to the west end of the parking lot. As stated in the EIR, this alternative does nor take

into account the demolition of 29,000 sf of scientific research space required to implement the
proposed project.  Given the foregoing, the proposed project (i.e., Refined Project Design)

is superior in most or all respects to this alternative by modifying it further and eliminating
daycare and housing uses. See further discussion of rationale for choosing alternatives under
response to comment N34. Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines does not require

the same level of analysis for alternatives as the proposed project; therefore, visual simulations

were not prepared for the various alternatives.

The purpose of the Norch Mesa Intensified Development Alcernative is to minimize direct
significant impacts to sensitive biological resources, Similar to the Refined Project Design,
direct impacts to biological resources would be less than significant and no biclogical
mirigation for habitat loss would be requited. Without a need for habitat mitigation, the |
applicant would have no reason o shift (i.e., dedicare) the south mesa into the MHPA. Thi
alternative suggests no changes to the Salk Community Cenrer Building and Torrey East
Building because little to no direct impacts to biological resources would resulc from chose
elements of the project. The biological benefits of this alternative are discussed on page
8-16 of the EIR. The EIR acknowledges that temporary construction-related noise impacts
on adjacent residents would be avoided by this alternative (page 8-18); however, significant
land use adjacency conflicts (impacts) would not occur with the proposed project nor be
avoided by this alternative. Furthermore, no significant neighborhood character impacts
would arise. The phasing sequence for the project is defined in the EIR (Section 3.0) and
the Project Design Guidelines on file at the City. The EIR contains sufficient information
about each alternative to permit an evaluation of the relative merits of the alternative and
the project without visual simufations and Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines
does not require the same level of analysis for alcernacives as the proposed project; therefore,
visual simulations were not prepared for the various alternatives. '
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it would in fact be larger if the entire south mesa and vernal pool complex were included
in the MHPA — there would also be fewer indirect impacis and less fragmentation to the
MHPA from lighting, etc. There is no explanation in the DEIR as to why the MHPA
boundary adjustment would necessanly be reduced and not enfarged to reflect the onsite
resources or why a Habitat Management Plan would not be required for these
alternatives. Please explain why the DEIR assumes across thesc alternatives that the
residential and daycare components would be built on the norih mesa prior to the
Community Center buildings (thereby experiencing more construction noise)? Please

provide a visual stmulation of this alternative looking across the north mesa.

Neighborbeod Proposed Alternative. First, the DEIR states that this aliernative was
proposed by neighbors opposed to the project. (DEIR, page 8-20), As has been cepeatediy
stated, neighborhood stakeholders support the Institute’s Mission Statement and are not
opposed to the [nstitule developing its campus; however, the neighbors do have
legitimate concerns about certain Siting, design, and operitional components of the
overall plan that, by law, must be considered. Further, the neighbor's concems include
construction and operational impacis as well as actual — not perceived - impacts to
biological and visual resources. The DEIR wording should be changed accordingly.
Moreover, the applicant has stated in public meetings that the City determined during the
EiR development process that significant unnitigable visual impacts would accur from
Salk's originally submilted plan, including building across the north mesa.” Salk was,
therefore, given an opportunity to update its proposal for the porth mesa in the DEIR, as
well as other components, but the neighborhood alierative was not afforded the same

opportunity.

Please provide a visual simulation of this alternalive fooking across the north mesa.

* However, the DEIR is inconsistent, stating at one point that the modificatian of the Jocatjon and Jayout of
the north mesa buildings and underground parking garage were not made in tesponse to envivonmerital
concerns expressed by City of San Diego stafl during their review of the proposed project. (DEIR, page 4-
I). Compare with the description of the Aliernative Satk Comumunity Center Building Layout, which the
DEIR claims was rejecicd as the preferred project due o its significant and unmitigeble impacts ta visual
resources (related 1o its inconsistencies with land-use policies and Municipal Code itmplementing
regulations protecting views of the ocean and scenic coastal areas). (DEIR, page 8-7). Please clarify.

—

N2v

The comments regarding the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative are poted, but ne-

changes to the EIR are warranted because they would not affect the a!.tema:h..-c:s analyt

or its conclusions. If impacts to views from public roads were a concern of the nElgl'lbDrS. at
the time of the scoping meeting, the site plan for the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative
would have not proposed to place the daycare facility and housing on the north mesa
and would have proposed to split the Torrey East Building into (wo wings'. However, _(he
neighbors specifically requested the City analyze the site plaa Subn\!ttf:(:l duriong Fhe scoping
process and only recently submirted a new site plan for consideration. A.s dlscus.sec.j in
response to comment N34, CEQA does not require an EIR to discuss multiple variations

of an alternative,

cL2000
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N29

N30

The DEIR analysis of the three alternatives above, placing additional project components
on the north mesa, cannot attempt to, on the one hand, state that the asserted indirect or
secondary impacts, such as the exposurc of sensitive land uses to excess traflic, noisc or
air admissions somehow render infeasible the alternative—particularly where the analysis
section for the alternatives admits that the operational impacts for air quality, for
example, would be less than significant. Noise and traffic secondary impacts are not

discussed. The Institute's preferences are not significance thresholds.

For example, mast if not all private daycare or pre-schools in L.a Jolia are tocated on
public roads: La Jolla Montessori 1, La Jolla Mentessori [1, Gillespie School,
Presbyterian, Lutheran, ete. Each of these facilities is considered secure. Moreover, the
Institute’s plan shows walls or fences for the north mesa which should further secure the
area, Based on stalements in the DEIR, is 11 the Institute’s position ihat these facilities are
unsale for children because they are near a public road or have sidewalks next to them
with public pedestrtan traffic? The DEIR claims that the south mesa is somehow safer for
children; yet individuals have repeatedly stated at public meetings that they have
observed rattlesnakes on the south mesa—and there is no analysis in the DEIR of the risk
of rattlesnake bites to children.'® Nor does the DEIR explain how the "natural setting” of
the north m.esa would meaningfully differ from that of the soﬁth mesa for "outdoor
education” purposes. (DEIR, page 3-9). No justification is given for why the Institute is
proposing a daycare play yard twice the size of that required by the State (DEIR, page 8-
13: State requires a 6,000 square foot minimum) on the sensitive south mesa. No analysis
of the aperational efficiencies and reduced traffic of providing a drop-off and pickup area
for children near work facilities were provided in the DEIR. Each of these aspects is

relevant to the siting of the daycare facilities.

Finally, each of the three alternatives above could include native species repianting,

landscape buffers, and strategically placed trees; just because they were not included in

the alternative does not mean they could not be included.

1% See attached article, Attachment 9, Rawler bites adelt seudent ar school, snake struck near portable
clussrooms, SDUT April 28, 2007. Snake bite of student at high school next to McGonigle Canyon.

N2&

N2¢

N3¢

Placement of the daycare facility and housing on the south mesa (as proposed by this
alternative) would prevenc exposure of the on-site sensitive receptors (e.g., daycare and
housing} to air quality, noise and traffic effects of being locared adjacent to a pubtic road
and parking garage. In contrast, shifting these uses to the north mesa, as suggestcd by
several of the alternatives, wouhd expose these same uses to impacts associated with traffic
and parking garage activity along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive that would not exist under
the EIR site plan. It should be noted that impacts associated with the daycare facility
and housing units on the south mesa identified in the Draft EIR would not occur under
the Refined Project Design, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR.

The daycare facility is no longet proposed by the applicant (see the Preface 1o the Final
EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

Figute 3-5 in the EIR shows the landscape plan for the proposed project. The plan does
feature native species plantings, landscape butfers and trees.
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N32

N33

Reduced Project Alternative/Environmentally Superior Alternative. This altemati‘ve
addresses but one issue: scaling back the project 1o a level that would reduce direct
project traffic levels to less than significant levels. (DEIR, page 8-27). This would
reduce the project's size by about 200,000 square feet of scientific space plus daycare
facilities, cere facility, maintenance, and greenhouse uses, since these would purportedly
nol generate new trips. Instead, a properly devised reduced project alternative would look
at all the project's impacts (including direct, indirect and cumulative) to see if an
improved alternative could be determined with reductions in as many impact areas as
possible. This is especially the case where, as here, the DEIR proposes the reduced

project allernative as the “Environmentally Superior Alternative,” (DEIR, page 8-35).

Yet, no site plan is shown for this altemative as presented in the DEIR; one must be

provided in the revised DEIR, as well a plan for the requested additional reduced project

altemative. Finally, as noted above, another reduced project alternative should also be
included showing the propartional reduction in square feet allowable under the UC Plan
given the reduction in the overall property size. The Institute's failure to analyze a
reduced-size alternative will be found inadequate, and the DEIR's rejection of this
altemative will be determined unjustified and unsupporied, as in Preservation Aclion
Cougil v. City of San lose et al (2006} 141 Cal.App 4™ 1336, There, the Court of
Appeals denied the demolition of an historic property and held that refusal by a developer

to consider an alternalive based on its own inflexible programming preferences did not
make that altemative legally infeasible.

East Parking Lot Avoidance Alternative; No site plan is shown for this alternative as
presented in the DEIR; therefore, one must he provided in the revised DEJR. The
assertion that this alternative would be fully consistent with the Secretary of Interior
{30I) standards has not been demonstrated; there are other locations on the propeny
where the proposal could affect components of the historic structure, design, and

landscaping. Did the Institute examine puiting below-grade parking at the eait parking lot

and reinstalling the hlstor.ic components above ground? This wouild seem to solve the-

N31

N32

The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6) state that the purpose of alternatives is o
to “focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or o
substantially lessening any significant effects of the projece.” Alicrnatives must be capable

of accomplishing “most of the basic project objectives” while avoiding or substancially €43
lessening “one or more” of the significant effects (see Section 15126.6(c)). Because the only -}
significant and unmitigable impact caused by the proposed project is to traffic/circulation: e}
it is logical under the CEQA Guidelines to address an alcernative thar is focused on the

one significant and unmitigable effece which would reduce that impact to a level that is

less chan significant (and thus eliminate the need for mitigation). As stated, the Reduced
Project Alternative is discussed to evaluate an alternative thar would aveid significant and
unmitigable impacts. In addition to the traffic benefits of the Reduced Project Alternative,
reduced impacts to biological resources, visual quality/neighborhood character, histerical
resources, air qualicy, noise, hydrology/water quality and palcontology would occur ar
noted in the EIR. Therefore, the Reduced Project Alternative does address many of tl.

issues assoctated with the proposed project. A site plan is not requited by the State CEQA
Guidelines to adequately analyze alternarives, such as the Reduced Project Alternarive.

The propused project is consistent with the University Community Plan. Development
intensity (and therefore trip generation) identified in Table 3 of the UCP is driven by
the buildi‘ng square footage shown in the table, not by the acreage of the site. In fact,
according to the Community Plan, "development potential is based on'net acreage to be
determined at the time a development application is filed” (page 162). Net acreage is
defined in the Community Plan as the portion of the site chat is not designated open space
in the Community Plan and is not included in public streets (see page 172). According to
the Community Plan {page 162), development potential is based on net acreage and the

" amount of square foatage considered approptiate for the site subject 1o other considerations

such as site and building design, zoning requirements and other limirations such as Navy
easements and the ACLUP The proposed project’s net acreage is consistent wich ics
gross acreage since no open space is designated on site and it excludes public right-of-
way. Therefore, trip generation of the project is driven by the amount of gross floor area
proposed, not by the size of each site. As demonstrated in che EIR analysis, the propased.
project is consistent with land use designation for the site and other applicable plans.

The applicant desires to canstruct as much research space as possible on its site and hence
fulfill its core missions of conducting cutting-edge scientific research for the benefir of
humanity. The 500,000 square foot limit is set not by the applicant, but by the Unzversity
Comminity Plan — the applicant can merely attempt to make the most efficient use possible
of its research space within this limit. As noted in the Preface to the Final EIR, the applicanc
has eliminated the s facility and housing quarters, thus bringing the project tocal size
down to 476,000 sf. This is very different from the situation in Preservation Action Council
v. City of San_fose, the case cited by the commenter; in that case, the developer refused to
consider a reduced-project alternative simply because its business model refied on a certain
square footage. Also, n that case, the EIR did not provide sufficient justification of why
the reduced square footage would fail to meet the developer's other goals.
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N33

In addition, as shown by the Reduced Project Alternative in the EIR, impacts to traffic
would not be sufficiencly reduced by such an alternative; the project would have to be
teduced by 200,000 sf to result in a meaningful reduction in craffic. Sec response to
comment E2 from the University Community Planning Group.

As discussed in response to comments N24, N25 and N26, the level of detail and analysis
of alternatives must be sufficient to permit an evaluation of the relative merits of the
alternative and the proposed project but need not be similar co that of the proposed project
(see Section 15126.6(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines). A site plan of the East Parking
Lot Impace Avoidance Alternative is not needed to understand the concepe of avoiding
development of the east parking lot and to allow an informed comparison of the impacts
within the proposed project. Based on the histaric resources analysis presented in the EIR,
only development of the east mesa would be inconsistent with the Secretary of the Interior
Standards. Therefore, avoidance of the east mesa would produce an alternative thar would
be consistent with those standards. A variation of this alternative that would reinscall the
parking lot to presumably “replace™ the historic resources after the underground parking
strucoure is constructed is not a reasonable alternative, because it is unreasonable to assume
the Institute would construct an underground parking structure without a building atop
it. Also, without implementation of the Torrey East Building, the basic project objective
of developing scientific research space (i.e., the primary purpose of the building) would
not be accomplished and the additional parking would rot be required. [n addition, the

_ City would not support an alternative that causes increased parking impaces in a Parking

Overlay Zone. Installing other uses in part of the Torrey East Building would reduce the
amount of scientific research space on site and would not create an alternative that would
avoid impacts to historic resources, which is the purpose of the East Parking Lot Impact
Avoidance Alternative, See responses to comments E12, E31, E33 and E37 through E40
from University Community Planning Group, and N24 and N34 from this lewer, for
additional discussion.
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N34

N35

parking deficiency cited in the DEIR. (DEIR, page 8-33). Or, what about installing a
daycare facility within part of this space?

Other Reasonable Allernatives not Studied in DELR: Altenatives or aspects of

altematives that must be studied in the revised DELR:

Daycare and accessory uses off south mesa: The DEIR does not have an

alienative showing the daycare and related structures relocated from the south
mesa. The issue of whether Salk would leave San Diego will not be determined
by which mesa the daycare facilities are located on. Moreover, according to the
EIR itself, the City has placed no restrictions on additional development on the
north mesa (DEIR, page 4-1) so presumably there is space to move at least 15,000
square feet to the north mesa. The residential components would be sited and
designed more similarly to Kahn's Plan but set somewhat back from the canyon
and in conformance with the newer property lines in that area. Altachment 3,
Wong Revised Altermnative, shows ane possible alternative sile design that could

achieve Lthose objectives and preserve more of the sensitive south mesa.

We request a meaningfisl reduced project alternative that may also serve as the
environmentally prefered alternative, to include: 1} elimination or relocation of
daycare (per corrected density in UCPG Plan); 2) siting and design ofrlesidcntial
units more similar to the Kahn Plan; 3) separation of the Torrey East Building to
allow for continued public views of the Kaiin laboratories from Tomey Pines
Road and other public vantage points; 4) increasing the vernal pool buffer; 5) no
height deviation for the Community Center: ) respect for all setbacks; 7)
improved drainage and addition éf swales where appropriate; 8) adoption of a

habital management plan; and 9) expansion of the MHPA.

While asserting that some factors now constrain the Institute, the Page & Tumbuti

Historical Resources Technical Report does NOT conclude that the Kahn Master

N34

N33

Under established CEQA principles and case law, an EIR must only consider a “reasonable
range” of alternatives. See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 C3d
553, 566, 276 CR A10; City of Rancho Palos Verdes v. City Connctl (1976) 59 CA3d 8G9, 892,
129 CR 173. The EIR sets forth five different alternatives, two that analyzed the project
with no development on the south mesa and three others that analyzed a reduced and/
or reconfigured project, as well as the No Project alcernative and an analysis of potencial
alternative locations for the project. This wide-ranging analysis is more than sufficient to
sarisfy the foregoing standard under CEQA.

625000

Concrary to what the commenter states, the City does place restrictions on north mesa
development. A major restriction on north mesa development is the need ro comply
with Cicy policies in the University Community Plan, 1.ocal Coastal Program and Coastal
Overlay Zone that require the preservation of scenic views. As noted above in response -
to comment N12, the temporary housing units cannot be sited on the steep slopes a1
sensitive biological resources protected by City policy (under the ESL regulations). The
property line adjustment berween che applicant and the City removed area planned in the
1961 Master Plan by Kahn for housing. The Wong Revised Alternative attached to this
comment letter is essentially a reconfigured Neighborhood Proposed Alternative that is
more similar to the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative.and whese impacts
are already disclosed in the EIR. ‘

See responses to comments E12, E31, E33 and E37 through E40 lrom University
Community Planning Group, and N33 and N34, below, for additional discussion on
ptoviding a reasonable range of alternatives and/or multiple variations on alternatives.
It is important to note that an EIR need not include multiple variations or versions of the
alternatives that it does consider. When the relative advantages and disadvantages of
other alrernarives can be assessed from a review of the alternatives presented in an EIR,
the EIR is not defective for not discussing variations on each theme (see Village of Laguna
Beach, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors (1982) 134 CA3d 1022, 185 CR 41), The proposal to
move only the daycare ro the north mesa, when the EIR already analyzes the movement of
both the daycare and the housing units to the north mesa, would clearly be no more than_
a variation on the alternatives already discussed. Similatly, the suggesied new "reduct
project alternative” proposes various elements that either are already discussed in the
alternacives included in the EIR, would not reduce any of the significant impacts discussed
in the EIR or would not meet the basic project objectives. Neither alternacive is required
for inclusion under CEQA. It should also be noted that the applicant has decided to not
pursue daycare and housing uses on site, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR.

It is the applicant’s position based upon the general layout of uses on site that the Draft
EIR Project constitutes a modified Kahn Master Plan as discussed above in response to
comment N12. [t shouid be noted thar che applicant has chosen to modify the Drafc EIR
Project by eliminéting development on the south mesa, as described in the Preface to the
Final EIR. This too is a modified version of the Kahn Mascer Plan.
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N37

N38

Plan could not be implemented with modifications to meet the constraints existing

today. Why is a modified Kahn Master Plan not studied as an alternative?

The DEIR fails to fully analyze the project’s consistency with the UC Plan, Table 3, and
related text on pages 164, 166 and 179. The Project Density is inconsistent with the
Contmunity Plan in three major respects, First, the UC Plan clearly states that the square
footages in the table "are NOT intended as a development right, but are subject to other
considerations such as site and building design, zoning requirements and other limitations
... Development intensity and traffic generation will not be the sale factor fsic] upon
which consistency will be judged.” (UC Plan, page 164) {Emphasiz added). Yet the
Institute persists in representing that its project is somehow entitled to 500,000 square
feet no matter what the site, design, zoning, environmental, traffic, historical, and

neighborhood impacts are. This is not supported by the texi of the Plan, The EIR should
be revised,

Second, neither does the University Community Plan state that the Salk is entitled to over
$00,000 square feet capacity, which is exactly what Salk is proposing when the '
aboveground and underground, existing and proposed, square footages are combined. At
a public meeting, the Insitute stated that it had received an opinion from the City that
underground facilities need nat be included i traffic and parking calcuiations. Please
provide evidence of that opinion. How many square feet does Salk currently have above
ground? How many below ground?'! How many below-ground square feet is Salk
proposing? (Please break it into use categories including parking, mechanical, core
facility, etc.) Also, please exp[éin the use of each new area, i.e., how much of the

proposed Torrey East Building is lab versus adminisirative, public or other uses. A chart

would be helpful,

Third, the UC Community Plan lists the site at 26.88 acres with a {potential) land-use

development cap'achy 0f 500,000 total square feet, (DEIR, page 5.1-9). However,

" We previously asked that such information be provided in the DEIR during scoping. {Tech. App. A NOP,
Scoping Letter and Responses, Courtney Coyle letter dated December 7, 2004, page 2).

N3G

N37

N38

The applicant understood that when they proposed a 500,000-si project, it would have to
be analyzed for consistency with City plans and policies. The applicant does not contend
that is has a “development right” to 500,000 sf but rather, as established in the EI.R, the
site is appropriate for up to 300,000 sf when taking into consideration zoning requiremc_nts,
building design, site constraints and potential environmental impacts. The EIR provides
an analysis of the 500,000 sf project and, based on that review, has demonstrat.ed that
the proposed project is generally consistent with policies in the Unirversity Commumx.'y Plan

as detailed in Table 5.1-1 in the EIR. The Preface to the Final EIR reinforces this same
conclusion for the smaller Refined Project Design. It is further consistent with all City
regulations, with the exception of the deviation from the structure beighr limit Fc{r the
residential zone, Strict consistency with all aspects of the Unirversity Community Plan is not
required, For example, a proposed project should be considered to be consistent wit}j fhe
local general plan if it furthers one or more policies and does not obstruct other policies.
Under the Subdivision Map Act, subdivisions need only be in "overall agreement or
harmony” with the general plan (Gresnbann v City of Lor Angeles (1984) 1533 CA3d391, 200
CR 237). Community Plans in the City of San Diego are generally viewed as components
or extensions of the General Plan, so similar considerations would apply to an analysis of
compliance with the University Commanity Plan. Thus, a 500,000-sf project is generally
consistent with the Community Plan and appropriate for the site. See also response to
comment E2 from the University Community Planning Group.

Basement space supporting the aboveground use is not included in the overall square foorage
of buildings as defined in Section 113.0234 of the SDMC and as noted on page 173 of
the University Community Plan. See footnote 1 on Table 3-1 in the EIR. As support space

685000

to the primary uses (which should not require additional parking), and given its locatior

below grade, the basement space would not cause any additional significant environmenta.
impacts. As such, there is not basis under CEQA for including che additional requested
information. :

As previously discussed above in response to comment N32, development intensity (and
trip generation) identified in Table 3 of the UCP is driven by the square foorage on each
praperty shown in the table, not by the acreage of the site. A reduction in develn!)mcm
intensity is not warranted. An exact match to the Community Plan is nor required as
discussed above in response to comment N30.
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